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A Reformation in the Making 
In this issue of The Humane Society News we are presenting an entire section addressing sev-
eral critical problems affecting laboratory animals and the ways in which The HSUS, often in 
concert with others, is working to bring about meaningful change and reform. While we recog-
nize that there are many problems not addressed here, we believe those presented are of immediate 
urgency and require forceful and concerted action. 
After several months of inactivity and indecision, the House Committee on Science and Tech-
nology favorably passed H.R. 6928 (formerly H.R. 6245). Opposed by medical and research bodies as 
well as most colleges and universities using animals for research, H.R. 6928 represents the 
animal-welfare community's best hope for legislation which would protect animals currently 
being used in research and to provide for the development and use of alternatives. 
Alongside our continuing efforts to bring about enactment of this kind of legislation, The 
HSUS is also launching a major national effort to oppose the seizure of shelter animals for re-
search purposes. In cooperation with local animal-welfare societies as well as individual acti-
vists, we shall give priority to this endeavor during the next several months. 
We are also supporting the Primate Centers Mass Mobilization, a mass demonstration 
against primate centers to take place simultaneously at four of the regional primate centers on 
April 24, 1983. An article by Dr. Andrew Rowan, our director of laboratory animal welfare, details 
the failures, inadequacies, and inhumaneness of America's regional primate centers. 
Another article recounts the saga of the Silver Spring monkeys and the disappointments 
and successes realized in securing the conviction of Dr. Edward Taub. Through the publicity 
generated by this landmark case and the termination of Dr. Taub's research grant by the Na-
tional Institutes of Health, the animal-welfare movement has demonstrated its effectiveness in 
bringing to accountability those who would neglect and abuse animals in the name of science. 
Finally, Dr. Michael Fox, HSUS scientific director, 
sets forth with clarity in his article "Animal Experi-
mention: How Necessary-and How Moral?" our proper 
and necessary challenge to the continuing use of ani-
mals for research and testing. 
Whereas The HSUS has never chosen to regard itself 
an anti-vivisection society, we do, without hesitation 
or apology, declare ourselves a pro-alternatives soci-
ety, and as such shall work untiringly for the day when 
animals are no longer subjected to the pain, suffering, 
and indignities of research and testing. We seek, and 
acknowledge with appreciation, your personal partici-
pation in this reformation in the making. 
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Brains Discuss Pain 
A scientific conference is nearly 
always a bland, apolitical affair. 
Each session is focused on one high-
ly specialized area of knowledge 
and is usually of little relevance to 
those who aren't already initiated 
into the jargon and controversies 
of the particular field. 
But a symposiwn several months 
ago in New Orleans held promise 
for addressing wider concerns 
since it was entitled "Pain Percep-
tion in Animals." It seemed as if 
scientists were finally ready to 
take a hard look at what has been 
learned about the biological mecha-
nisms of pain and to consider how 
this new knowledge might be appli-
ed to alleviate the suffering exper-
imental animals must endure. 
But, in the January 1982 issue 
of DVM magazine, a spokesperson 
from the symposium's sponsor had 
asserted the session was being held 
to "help dispell [sic] some of the neg-
ative publicity associated with an-
imal experimentation and bring to 
light its positive advantages.'' This 
created the impression the sym-
posium was to provide a scientific 
rationalization for the continuing 
practice of vivisection. The open-
ing address, delivered by R.L. Kit-
chell of the University of California 
(Davis) reinforced that impression. 
Any conclusion about animal pain, 
he agreed, must be based solely on 
"objectively acquired da~." The 
What a Neighborhood 
In August, after an HSUS pro-
test, the town fathers in Tipton, 
Iowa, cancelled their plan to spray 
a flock of English sparrows and 
starlings with fire hoses to knock 
them out of the trees so waiting 
residents could stamp and club 
them to death. 
The birds had settled in a resi-
word "pain" is nearly impossible to 
define or discuss, he said, since pain 
must always be considered solely as 
a subjective phenomenon. Scien-
tists must restrict themselves to 
discussing "noxious stimuli," sen-
sations that can only be presumed 
painful, based on personal experi-
ence. Kitchell also stated no one can 
know whether "an animal perceiv-
es a particular stimulus as pain-
ful" in the same way humans do. 
So the difficult and complex is-
sue of pain in animals, purported-
ly the focus of the whole symposi-
um, had been neatly dodged at the 
outset by resorting to the old saw 
that no one can make any reliable 
judgments about what other peo-
ple are feeling, let alone animals, 
since no one will ever be able to 
get inside their minds. 
On the second day, however, Tom 
W olfle of the National Institutes 
of Health raised some critical eth-
ical questions. He admitted the deli-
cate task of tracing neural path-
ways was crucial to our understand-
ing of animal pain but insisted the 
total effort required to complete 
this task might take years. Millions 
of animals would be compelled to 
live in chronic pain and distress in 
the meantime. He noted one basic 
problem in the system for checking 
on the numbers of animals that 
must endure pain for testing and 
research was that the USDA, which 
is charged with keeping an account 
of how many animals are subject to 
what kinds of pain, was hampered 
dential area, causing odor, mess, 
and fears about the spread of dis-
ease, according to neighborhood 
people. Town officials had authoriz-
ed the volunteer firemen to blast 
the birds from their perches into 
the clutches of a welcoming com-
mittee armed with clubs and boots. 
HSUS Director of Data and Infor-
mation Guy Hodge called officials, 
urging them to find other means 
of dealing with their bird problem. 
in its work by the ''lack of operat-
ing definitions for pain or distress, 
and the understandable reluctance 
of this agency to tackle this prob-
lem" on its own. 
After this introduction, it seemed 
reasonable to hope the papers pre-
sented next would address the ba-
sic questions of how to tell when 
an animal is in pain. Instead, par-
ticipants heard about analgesics-
dosages, new drugs, and effective-
ness of those currently available. 
Why? 
Everyone in the scientific com-
munity seems fiercely uncomforta-
ble with applying terms traditional-
ly reserved for human beings-i.e., 
"pain" and "suffering" -to other 
species without first making ab-
solutely certain exactly the same 
kinds of biochemical events occur 
in cats, dogs, and others. 
The only way out of this dilemma 
may be to stop worrying about 
the words themselves and start 
concentrating on what we can see 
and hear-and even measure-ob-
jectively. As J.C. Liebeskind of 
UCLA remarked in private: "I see 
no difference between the appreci-
ation of pain between man and an-
imals. In both cases, we are forced 
to rely on inferential data. What 
we must try to do is to find repro-
ducible models that will allow us 
to correlate levels and kinds of be-
havior" with stimuli that we can 
be pretty sure are painful to a 
broad range of species.-Dana 
Murphy, Editor, !SAP Journal. 
''There simply is no rationale, on 
the basis of either hwnane consider-
ations or practical considerations, 
for them to kill the birds," Hodge 
told the Des Moines Register. Em-
barrassed by the publicity sur-
rounding the event, the town backed 
away from its bird bash. At press 
time, Hodge was still working with 
town officials to find a non-lethal 
way to encourage the birds to flock 
elsewhere. 
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New Stamp Debuts 
The nation's newest postage 
stamp, featuring a kitten and puppy, 
will be unveiled at a special cere-
mony during the 1982 HSUS An-
nual Conference, in Danvers, Mas-
sachusetts. 
The 13-cent postcard stamp was 
designed by West Virginia artist 
Chuck Ripper and was selected by 
a U.S. Postal Service citizen advi-
sory committee for its universal ap-
peal, according to Frank Thomas 
of the Postal Service. 
Although the Postal Service re-
ceives many requests for animal 
stamps, this is the first time both 
a cat and dog have been portrayed 
together, Thomas said. He predict-
ed the stamp would be especially 
popular for use on holiday post-
cards and "friendly" notes. 
U.S. Postmaster General Ray 
Bolger, along with HSUS President 
John A. Hoyt, is expected to partie-
MOVING? 
©1982 U.S. Postal Service. All rights reserved. 
ipate in the first-day-of-issue cere-
mony to honor the stamp. 
"The stamp is a fitting tribute 
to the important contribution pets 
make to our society," said Hoyt. 
''We are especially honored that 
the Postal Service has chosen to 
present the stamp at our conference.'' 
The ceremony will be open to 
the public. Complimentary souve-
nir programs, a valuable momento 
for collectors and non-collectors 
alike, will be distributed to those 
attending the ceremony, Wednes-
day, November 3 at 8 p.m. 
If you have moved, or are planning to, please send us this 
coupon so we can correct our mailing list. Attach your pres-
ent mailing label below, then print your new address. Mail to: 
New Address: 
The HSUS, 2100 L St., N.W., Washington, D.C. 20037. Name ________________________________ __ 
Address, ______________________________ _ 
City __________________________________ _ 
State _______________ Zip ______________ _ 
Attach present mailing label here 






No, but neither are dogs 
smarter than cats. 
It's all in how you look 
at intelligence and at each 
animal's unique qualities. 
by Julie Rovner 
W. live in a world filled with judg-
ments, tests, grades, and evaluations, 
so it is no wonder we occasionally suc-
cumb to the irresistable urge to com-
pare achievements, physical charac-
teristics, strengths, and weaknesses 
in the creatures with which we share 
our lives. A case in point is the dif-
fering views on the relative intelli-
gence of cats and dogs. Cat people 
believe, quite often, cats are smarter 
than dogs. Dog people, strangely en-
ough, tend to think dogs are smarter 
than cats. Is anyone right? 
Dr. Ginger Hamilton, a Washington, 
D.C., pet psychologist, estimates 80 
percent of the people who bring their 
pet problems to her have some com-
ment to make about their animals' in-
telligence or lack thereof. "If we just 
look at the brains themselves, we can 
see that the dog's is slightly more 
convoluted than is the eat's," Ham-
ilton says. "And, since we know that 
[greater] convolutions (the twists 
and folds on the surface of the brain) 
mean more surface area on which to 
store information, we can say that, 
technically, the dog is slightly smart-
er than the cat." 
But what is intelligence? Brain folds 
or something more? Can we really com-
pare the intelligence of one species to 
another? 
HSUS Scientific Director and ani-
mal behaviorist Dr. Michael Fox pre-
fers the term intelligent behavior to 
intelligence. He defines intelligent be-
havior as any behavior that enhanc-
es a creature's chances for survival 
and reproduction. 
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Dogs have the capacity for "learned intelli-
gence. " Through its use of insight, this 
pet has figured out that, in order to pull 
the dish with its hamburger treat within 
reach, it will have to pull the stick and 
the string attached to the dish towards 
him. People used to associate such prob-
lem-solving only with human intelligence. 
"A 
1-\ n ameoba shows intelligent be-
havior when it avoids highly acidic 
water," he says. According to this 
definition, all living things, including 
plants, demonstrate intelligent be-
havior. 
Fox says that intelligent behavior 
can be divided into three categories: 
instinctive or innate behaviors (such 
as the amoeba's actions, a eat's pur-
ring, and a dog's tail-wagging); sim-
ple conditioning (such as training an 
earthworm to perform at the sound 
of a bell); and complex learned be-
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havior. It's this last element of intel-
ligent behavior we laypeople call "in-
telligence," Fox says. 
Scientists have a variety of ways 
to test dogs' and cats' complex learned 
behavior or ''intelligence.'' Solving a 
puzzle or forcing an animal to use a 
tool to get at a desirable goody (see 
photograph above) can test an ani-
mal's capacity to reason and use in-
sight, examples of complex learned be-
havior. Showing an animal where food 
has been hidden, then covering its 
eyes for a period of time before allow-
ing it to find the food can test short-
term memory and recall, other exam-
ples. Hiding the food behind different 
signs identified only by abstract 
symbols (see photographs below and 
on page 7) can test the ability to dis-
criminate, according to Fox. 
Yet when scientists put dogs and 
cats through these tests, the results 
may not accurately reflect the animals' 
capacity to demonstrate their "intel-
ligence." For example, in a test done 
by a New Zealand professor that in-
volve9, asking animals of several dif-
ferent species to navigate a maze in 
search of a reward, dogs' abilities to 
solve the problem were bested only 
by children. Cats came in seventh, 
ahead of rats and ferrets but behind 
cows, goats, sheep, and pigs. "Meas-
uring intelligence depends to a great 
extent on what kind of task you ask 
the animal to do," says Hamilton. A 
dog may, for some unknown physiol-
ogical reason, be better suited than a 
cat to maze work. Or, as Fox suggests, 
dogs may just do better than cats in 
the maze test because they have a 
greater desire to solve the problem 
to please the human tester than does 
the more independent cat. 
Motivation can not only make us 
think our pets are "smarter" than 
they are, the lack of motivation may 
have the opposite effect. "Some peo-
(continued on page 7) 
Cats are able to discriminate as well as dogs. In this "intelligence" test, a cat demon-
strates it, too, can learn to look for a treat under a card marked by a circle. 
5 
,,,., •t• "'ar rng 
for Santa" 
Just in time for Christmas are two of the most appealing 
pets ever. The HSUS's new Christmas card is now ready 
for pre-holiday ordering. Artist Paul M. Breeden has re-
created in green, gold, and black a scene sure to be re-
peated in household after household this holiday season. 
Perched on a gift bound to be for her is a dozing kitten, 
with one eye peeled for the Old Gent, while her compa-
nion guards the brightly decorated tree. 
Inside is the greeting, "May this season bring Peace to all 
living creatures." 
The HSUS Christmas card is an annual sellout, so don't 
delay-order plenty. There are 25 cards, with envelopes, 
in each box. The price is $7 a box, $6 for each if you or-
der 4 or more boxes. 
(Actual size is 5 x 7 inches) 
Make all checks or money orders payable to The HSUS 
and send this coupon or facsimile to: 
HSUS Christmas Cards 
2100 L St., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20037 
Orders will be sent by UPS, and must be delivered to a street ad-









Please send me 1 2 3 boxes 
(circle one) 
of HSUS Christmas cards at $7 
per box. 
OR 
Please send me -....,..,...----..,...- boxes 
(4 or more) 
of HSUS Christmas cards at $6 
per box. 
I enclose $ _____ ~ 
HSUS Christmas Card Order Form 
Send the cards to: 
Name __________________________________________________ _ 
Address ________________________ _ 











(continued from page 5) 
ple who are not well acquainted with 
cats have the mistaken belief that 
because the cat does not perform clev-
er tricks, such as bringing his owner 
his slippers as a dog does, he is not 
as intelligent as a dog," wrote Mary 
Villarejo in an article in a 1981 issue 
of Cats magazine. "The person who 
clings to this erroneous idea needs to 
be reminded that there is an enormous 
difference between cannot and will 
not" (her emphasis). 
"T 
lhe more an animal will do for 
us, the smarter we say it is," says Bar-
bara Austin, a professional trainer of 
both cats and dogs for New York's 
Dawn Animal Agency. "People fre-
quently say beagles are impossible 
to train because they are dumb." They 
are very hard to train she says, but 
it isn't because they are dumb at all. 
They simply aren't subservient. "I 
know a beagle that figured out that 
if it could jump from a step to the 
kitchen counter, it could steal some 
cookies. Now, that's not dumb." 
Austin says she has never tried to 
decide whether dogs are smarter than 
cats. "You just can't compare the 
two. Dogs are more like children: they 
thrive on security and attention. 
Cats you have to approach as if they 
were adults-with respect." 
Fox says laypeople also frequently 
confuse "intelligence" with a pet's 
ability to respond to our commands. 
"Because dogs are more dependent 
than cats, they tend to be more train-
able," he says, "but that doesn't 
mean they're more 'intelligent."' He 
notes that wolves in learning studies 
have proved to be far more intelligent 
than domestic dogs, yet at the same 
time far less trainable in domestic 
situations. Adds Hamilton, "When 
a cat learns to fetch or perform some 
other trick usually associated with 
. dogs, people often think it's somehow 
brighter [than other cats]." 
Whatever real differences in "intel-
·ligence" exist between dogs and cats, 
according to Fox, are based in the evol-
ution of each species' unique social 
behavior. Dogs, as animals designed 
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Benji has learned to discriminate between two abstract symbols once he sees that a 
goody is hidden behind the box marked by a circle, according to owner, animal behav-
iorist Dr. Michael Fox. 
to live in packs, need to develop dif-
ferent survival skills from cats, which 
live a more independent existence. 
"Animals with longer life spans 
and more complex social behaviors re-
ly more on learned behavior and less 
on instinct," Fox says. He thinks 
people may judge dogs as smarter 
than cats because dogs' social struc-
tures are more similar to human so-
cial structures than are cats'. Cats, 
however, do perform some tasks bet-
ter than dogs according to these ar-
bitrary human criteria, such as learn-
ing to copy behavior they see almost 
immediately. This is not the result 
of a shared social history with hu-
mans but because they must learn 
all of their survival techniques in the 
short time before they are weaned 
from their mothers. 
Many people mistake certain in-
stinctive or conditioned behaviors for 
"intelligence." Many so-called in-
credible feats that dogs and cats can 
perform, like sniffing out drugs or 
guns from cars (dogs), falling out of 
third-story windows and landing un-
hurt on all fours (cats), or following a 
family several hundred miles seem-
ingly on instinct (both) are related to 
behaviors the animals evolved to en-
hance their survival, Fox says. As 
hunters, both dogs and cats needed 
to develop highly-honed senses. Those 
animals that didn't develop their 
senses well enough simply died off. 
Given our limited abilities to under-
stand all animal behavior, including 
our own, trying to answer the ques-
tion "Are cats smarter than dogs?" 
is futile. Not only is it futile, says 
Fox, it is a very human impulse. In-
telligence is something non-human 
animals use for survival, rather than 
to perform to human specifications. 
"In fact, humans like to rank animals 
by intelligem;e because it tends to 
make [people] come out on top of the 
heap. That's just not fair. Each entity 
has a unique intelligence. It is ridic-
ulous to say that since one is more 
intelligent than another it's some-
how better." 
7 
The I"'~ VQtes SQia 
TQtatBunQn 
~Qmmereial 'WJtaling 
"I have considerable sympathy for ... 
the whaling nations, but protection 
of whales clearly represents the world 
opinion." -St. Vincent's commission-
er to the IWC 
On July 23, 1982, commissioners 
from 37 member countries of the In-
ternational Whaling Commission (IWC) 
voted to end all commercial whaling 
as of 1986. This historic move was 
the climax of a week marked by de-
bate, intrigue, negotiation, accusa-
tion, and a walkout staged by the 
Japanese whalers just as the final 
polling began. The long-awaited, three-
quarters-majority vote in favor of a 
moratorium came exactly ten years 
after attendees at the Stockholm 
Conference on the Human Environ-
ment had called for a ten-year mora-
torium on commercial whaling. 
Credit for this miraculous success 
must go to the animal-welfare and 
environmental groups which have 
worked together for so many years. 
The campaign to save the whales has 
truly been a worldwide effort and 
has influenced world opinion far be-
yond that which those of us who be-
gan, ten years ago, the uphill battle 
to save whales. 
The IWC decided: "catch limits for 
killing for commercial purposes of 
whales from all stocks for the 1986 
coastal and the 1985-86 pelagic sea-
sons and thereafter shall be zero. 
This provision will be kept under re-
view, based upon the best scientific 
advice, and by 1990 at the latest the 
Commission will undertake a compre-
hensive assessment of the effects of 
by Patricia Forkan 
this decision on whale stocks and con-
sider modification of this provision 
and the establishment of other catch 
limits.'' 
"We need an agreement now for all 
generations of whales." -Seychel-
les's commissioner 
Over the past few years, as the 
moratorium seemed closer to becom-
ing a reality, the whaling nations 
have lobbied other IWC members 
trying to forestall the inevitable. 
They argued a moratorium would force 
them to leave the IWC and continue 
killing whales without regard for fu-
ture IWC restrictions. Japan, as the 
South China Morning Post reported, 
"resorted to bullying, blackmail, and 
bribery to force other nations to sup-
port Japan's whaling cause at the 
IWC." 
The IWC's member nations dislike 
confrontations, preferring negotiat-
ed settlements where at all possible; 
thus, Japan's threats to disrupt inter-
national cooperation were taken very 
seriously. A phase-out of whaling was, 
to most countries, an acceptable 
compromise. Theoretically, it would 
give the whaling countries time to 
develop alternative employment for 
their whaling peoples. Whaling quotas 
would go only one direction-down-
until they withered away to zero. 
It remains to be seen if this compro-
mise actually results in an end to 
commercial whaling. All whaling na-
tions are currently making their deci-
sions on whether to file objections to 
the moratorium. We probably won't 
know, however, how many actually de-
cide to defy the ban until1986. 
In the meantime, the IWC must 
set quotas for each whale species for 
each of the next three years and con-
tinue its scientific research on whale 
populations. While the 1983 quotas 
adopted this summer do result in an 
1983 Quotas 
Japan 4,443 (minke, Bryde, sperm) 
USSR 3,086 (minke) 
Norway 1,690 (minke) 
Korea 950 (minke, Bryde) 
Brazil 900 (minke) 
Iceland 567 (minke, sei, fin) 
Denmark 450 (minke, fin) 
Peru 165 (Bryde) 
Spain 120 (fin) 
Total 12,371 * 1982 Total 14,650 
*10,867 are minke whales killed by cold harpoon 
Animal-welfare proponents celebrate the victory: from left, John Frizell (Greenpeace), 
Richard Ellis (Audubon), Liz Kaplan (Friends of the Earth), Dave Phillips (Friends of 
the Earth), Patricia Forhan, Tom Garrett (Deputy Commissioner to the IWC), and 
Maxine McCloskey (The Whale Center). The HSUS and Friends of the Earth, along 
with other organizations, underwrote the publication of ECO, a daily newsletter dis-
tributed free of charge to participants and observers at the IWC. 
overall reduction in the number of 
whales to be killed (see sidebar on 
page 8), they are more generous than 
we would like to have seen adopted. 
Once the 1986 ban was agreed upon, 
however, many commissioners decid-
ed to "ease the pain" of the whaling 
countries by awarding them liberal 
quotas for next year. Peru, for exam-
ple, insisted on a quota of Bryde's 
whales even though the stock of that 
species is badly depleted. Although 
the U.S. proposal of a zero quota had 
strong support, it was swept aside in 
the rush to set generous quotas. Japan 
was given a sperm whale quota for 
its coastal whalers (dashing hopes 
for a permanent end to sperm whale 
slaughter) despite scientific evidence 
that this stock will continue its de-
cline for many years. The Japanese 
request for 890 sperm whales was 
cut in half, but it was granted, in the 
hopes that the gesture would help 
keep Japan in the IWC. 
A positive step was taken in the 
management of bowhead whales and 
other species still hunted by aborigi-
nal peoples such as the Eskimo. Un-
der a special scheme to go into effect 
next year, aboriginal whaling will be 
recognized as separate from commer-
cial whaling and will be allowed so 
long as it doesn't threaten the long-
term growth of whale populations. 
"There is no humane way to kill 
whales." -Antigua-Barbuda's com-
missioner 
One of the most compelling reasons 
to end whaling is the cruel death suf-
fered by these animals. Ironically, as 
the IWC's quotas have shifted from 
the largest and most endangered 
whales to the smaller, less exploited 
minke whales, whaling has become 
even more cruel. The explosive har-
poon used on larger species ruins too 
much of the meat of the smaller minke, 
so whalers have turned to the barbaric 
cold harpoon which can prolong death 
for up to an hour (see Summer 1981 
HSUS News). Claiming alternative 
methods to the cold harpoon leave 
whale meat unsafe for human con-
sumption or make the slaughter hazar-
dous to harpooners, the Soviet Union, 
Japan, Norway, Iceland, and Brazil 
objected to the 1982 ban on the cold 
harpoon enacted last year. The Jap-
anese and Soviets say they will defy 
the cold harpoon ban when they be-
gin taking whales this autumn. The 
U.S. government must respond to 
this challenge by invoking domestic 
laws meant to protect whales. 
"If we determine [from our own re-
view] Norwegian whaling is based 
on sound biological grounds, we will 
continue whaling regardless of the 
IWC decisions."-Norway's com-
missioner 
Any member of the IWC may file 
an objection to its rulings if it decid-
es not to abide by them. It simply 
notifies the IWC of its intentions 
within 90 days after the annual meet-
ing. This option, exercised freely 
prior to 1973, has been invoked infre-
quently since then; growing world opin-
ion against whaling and threats of 
U.S. retaliation through trade sanc-
tions have made most whaling coun-
tries reluctant to risk the consequences. 
Last year, howeyer, objections to 
the ban on the cold harpoon and to 
Japan's loss of a sperm whale quota 
were lodged. These remain on the 
books and set a very bad precedent. 
Animal-welfare and environmental 
groups are trying to convince whaling 
countries not to file objections to the 
ban and, instead, bow to the inev-
itable and phase out their whaling 
operations. Some countries may file 
objections, after all, but even then 
we have three years in which to con-
anti-whaling organization, Chikyu-
No-Tomo, attended the IWC meeting. 
The HSUS helped make this possible 
through a special monetary grant. 
Their spokeswoman, Naomi Kamei, 
iii told me that the Japanese press has 
~never reported fairly on the whaling 
~ issue, calling it instead a case of cui-
55 tural insensitivity and racism. There 
7 are no reports, for example, on the 
Vice President Patricia Forhan alarming decline in whale popula-
confers with marine mammal scientists tions. Besides lobbying the Japan-
Dr. Sidney Holt of the Seychelles (cen- ese delegation, Kamei spoke with 
te;) and J?r. W. D~l~ Mare of Australia the Japanese press covering the 
(nght) pnor to a cnttcal vote on the mor- IWC meeting in hopes of getting a 
vince them to accept reduced quotas 
and comply. 
The IWC has no enforcement pow-
ers of its own, so it relies on member 
countries to comply voluntarily with 
its decisions and, in some cases, per-
suade other nations to comply as well. 
The U.S. has strong national laws to 
protect whales, two of which could be 
called into service to enforce IWC rul-
ings. The Pelly Amendment to the 
Fisherman's Protective Act gives the 
president the discretion to embargo 
fish products from any nation certified 
by the Department of Commerce to 
be in violation of a fisheries treaty or 
which is "diminishing the effective-
ness of the treaty." The Packwood-
Magnuson Amendment to the Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act 
goes even further: it automatically 
reduces by 50 percent the quantity 
of fish to be taken within the 200-
mile limit of our coastline for any na-
tion so certified. If the nation persists in 
its activities, the reduction can be in-
creased to 100 percent. Both actions are 
potentially devastating to Japan, 
Iceland, and Norway (the Soviets are 
already prohibited from fishing within 
the 200-mile limit for other reasons). 
If these-or other-nations defy 
the cold harpoon ban, the U.S. will 
face the decision to enforce these 
stringent sanctions. 
For the first time, representatives 
from a new, but growing, Japanese 
balanced story reported to the peo-
ple of Japan. The HSUS will be sup-
porting this group in its efforts to 
educate the Japanese public and work 
for Japanese compliance with the 
IWC whaling ban. 
Many battles remain to ensure that 
1986 indeed will bring total protec-
tion for whales. Our members should, 
first of all, thank the Reagan adminis-
tration for supporting an end to com-
mercial whaling and ask that legal 
sanctions against nations violating 
the IWC decisions be invoked. 
Sen. Robert Packwood (U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 20510) and Reps. 
Don Bonker and Paul McCloskey 
(House of Representatives, Washing-
ton, D.C. 20515) have been unflag-
ging in their support for whales 
around the world. They deserve to be 
thanked for their efforts. 
"The next 90 days will be important 
ones during which the whaling coun-
tries will have the opportunity to ob-
ject to the moratorium. We should 
not be discouraged if we see many of 
these countries object. Objection 
may be necessary for them to main-
tain their own options over the three-
year period. I am confident, how-
ever, that these countries will not 
withdraw, but will continue to use 
the IWC as the appropriate forum 
to pursue their own goals. The defer-
ral of the moratorium should make 
it possible for us to maintain the 
dialogues which will be essential to 
achieve a total ban on the commercial 
harvest of whales."- The U.S. 's 
commissioner, Dr. John Byrne 
Letters to the whaling nations 
that ask them to abide by the IWC's 
decisions are crucial. Please write to 
these representatives and ask them not 
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Patricia Forkan is The HSUS's Vice 
President for Program and Communi-
cations. She has attended meetings 
of the International Whaling Commis-
sion for the past nine years. 
The HSUS Co-Publishes 
New Schweitzer Book 
The HSUS has joined with The 
Animal Welfare Institute, The Albert 
Schweitzer Fellowship, and the Albert 
Schweitzer Center to publish Ani-
mals, Nature and Albert Schweitzer, 
a unique new book with editing and 
commentary by noted animal-welfare 
writer Ann Cottrell Free. 
The first book on or by Albert 
Schweitzer to be published and dis-
tributed by any U.S. humane organ-
ization, the 96-page volume, with 65 
illustrations, traces Dr. Schweitzer's 
life from his boyhood in Alsace to 
his long service at his famous hospi-
tal in Lambarene, Gabon, equatorial 
Africa. 
Primarily through Schweitzer's own 
words, Free describes Schweitzer's 
bond with individual animals and 
shows how he coped with the problem 
of a human's will to live versus the 
will to live of animals and plants. 
Animals, Nature and Albert Schweit-
zer offers guidance to everyone con-
cerned with respect for animals and 
the preservation of the environment. 
It emphasizes the development of 
Schweitzer's "reverence for life" phil-
osophy, from its inception to its rec-
ognition by millions of people through-
out the world. The book presents Dr. 
Schweitzer's views on laboratory an-
imals, meat-eating, hunting, falconry, 
animal fights, euthanasia, and other 
current issues. 
·New Calendar Promotes Kind 
and Baby Animals 
Bo-Tree Productions of Palo Alto, 
California, has been a dedicated sup-
porter of The HSUS since 1976, when 
the company first began donating a 
portion of the income from the sale 
of its assorted, full-color animal calen-
dars to our organization. Therefore, it 
was no surprise to hear, early in 1982, 
that the Bo-Tree staff wanted to do 
something special for The HSUS 
when it began to prepare its new ca-
lendar, "Baby Animals to Love." 
Bo-Tree offered Kind edito:r Charles 
Herrmann a unique opportunity: 
would The HSUS like to promote 
membership in its children's maga-
zine Kind through the medium of 
"Baby Animals to Love"? Herr-
mann jumped at the chance. He pre-
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Ann Cottrell Free is well·known 
for her lifelong support of animals. 
The Animal Welfare Institute has pre-
sented her with its Albert Schweitzer 
medal for her work and writing on 
behalf of laboratory animals. She has 
been a syndicated columnist, corre-
spondent for Newsweek, Chicago Sun, 
New York Herald Tribune, The Wash-
ington Star, The Washington Post, 
and various periodicals in the USA, 
Europe, and Asia. She is a member 
of the Board of Directors of the Al-
bert Schweitzer Fellowship, headquar-
tered in New York City. 
Approximately half the photographs 
in the book are by the noted photo-
pared an ad, complete with a ten-
stanza verse praising Kind, and 
dashed it off to the folks at Bo-Tree. 
The ad ended up as the back cover of 
the new calendar and will be seen by 
the thousands of people who purchase 
Bo-Tree products through bookstores, 
gift shops, and other outlets. 
"We are very pleased that Bo-Tree 
gave us this chance to promote Kind," 
grapher, the late Erica Anderson, who 
spent more than ten years writing 
about and photographing Dr. Schweit-
zer at Lambarene and in Europe. She 
was founder of the Albert Schweitzer 
Center in Great Barrington, Massa-
chusetts. 
Free worked closely with The 
HSUS's Kind magazine editor, Charles 
Herrmann, who designed the book. 
According to HSUS President John 
A. Hoyt, "Animals, Nature and Albert 
Schweitzer is must reading for any-
one involved with the welfare of ani-
mals." He noted Free points out in 
her commentary that HSUS founders 
in 1954 dedicated themselves to "mak-
ing reverence for life a living reality." 
Animals, Nature and Albert Schweit-
zer is suitable for readers of all ages. 
At $3.50, it is priced to be affordable 
by virtually everyone. (Postage and 
handling are included.) All four pub-
lishers have copies available directly 
from them. Bulk purchases -of more 
than 100 copies are available at $2.80 
per copy (delivery is extra). Order your 
copy of Animals, Nature and Albert 
Schweitzer from The HSUS. Send 
your payment, by check made pay-
able to The HSUS, for $3.50 to HSUS/ 
Schweitzer Book, 2100 L Street, NW, 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 
said Herrmann when the new calen-
dar appeared in July. "Children who 
might otherwise never learn of Kind's 
existence will have the opportunity 
to subscribe directly for themselves. 
Kind will also appear in Bo-Tree's 
own mail-order catalogue this year. 
We hope this exposure will bring hun-
dreds of new readers to Kind's sub-
scription list." 
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Co g A Temporary Ark: 
~ ., 
~ 
Identified by her ear tag, a Grevy's zebra 
peers into the jeep at the Waterfall Ranch. 




It was 4:30 on a sweltering August 
afternoon. I leaned out of the jeep 
and looked out over the vast, moun-
tainous terrain stretching as far as 
the eye could see to get a better look 
at the small herd of rare Grevy's ze-
bras grazing nearby. It was a sight 
now all too infrequent in Africa-
but I wasn't in Africa, I was outside 
Ft. Worth, Texas, and I wasn't on a 
game ranch or in a safari park but in 
a unique wildlife preserve, part of a 
program in which landowners and zoos 
across the country are giving endan-
gered wildlife a different kind of op-
portunity to breed and survive. 
Game ranching is nothing new to 
Texas; for years, species such as the 
axis deer and blackbuck have been 
raised on private lands for sport hunt-
ing or to satisfy whims of private in-
dividuals. Despite their exploitive as-
pects, these ranches have accomplish-
ed some good for the animals they 
harbored, since private breeding pro-
12 
Zoos and private landowners 
have designed a new program 
to breed endangered species 
on former game ranches. 
grams were successful enough to al-
low reintroduction of some endanger-
ed species to the wild. 
However, the concept of wild ani-
mal farming has taken a dramatic and 
welcome turn now that some zoos and 
game ranch operators are actively and 
systematically cooperating to save 
animals from extinction without sport 
hunting as a result. 
The Waterfall Ranch in Texas, owned 
by Tom Mantzel, is the first exotic 
animal ranch chosen by the American 
Association of Zoological Parks and 
Aquariums (AAZPA) to inaugurate 
its Species Survival Plan (SSP). Zoos 
donate individual zoo animals to 
breeding stocks maintained in semi-
wild environments on private land 
for propagation of the species and (it 
is hoped) eventual reintroduction to 
the wild. 
The HSUS took some part in the 
discovery of these resources. In 
Shrinking habitat makes the survival of Grevy's zebras in the wild an uncertain propo-
sition. 
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1973, in response to members' com-
plaints and concerns about how game 
ranches were operated, we under-
took a study of facilities allowing 
people to hunt big game for pay. In 
preparing our report, we found some 
truly shoddy operations; however, 
we also found some extraordinarily 
professional ranches with tremendous 
resources in land, people, and exper-
tise going to waste. There was no rea-
son why, once their owners had been 
persuaded, these facilities couldn't 
breed species for conservation purposes 
instead of sport hunting. We shared 
our findings with AAZP A. Two years 
later, AAZPA did its own study and 
agreed with our conclusions. 
Zoos had, of course, on their own 
been active for years in captive breed-
ing of wild animal species, with some 
success. These zoo breeding programs 
have generated information on repro-
ductive processes and behaviors to im-
prove the chances for saving threat-
ened populations and have replenish-
ed zoos' own stocks. Though zoos could 
point to some successes, they also en-
countered difficulties. They faced criti-
cism as net consumers-rather than 
producers-of wildlife since their 
own breeding programs relied in some 
part on the taking of animals from the 
wild. They also found captive breed-
ing contributing to genetic changes 
in animals that make them less able 
to survive should they be released 
into the wild. Inbreeding, caused by 
the small number of animals involv-
ed in propagation programs, resulted 
in lowered fertility rates among the 
animals in subsequent generations. 
While some of these problems could 
be ameliorated, as one scientific study 
put it, "The breeding strategies neces-
sary to provide vigorous, genetically 
diverse animals that are minimally 
adapted to captive conditions both 
genetically and behaviorally are be-
yond the current financial and organi-
zational capacities of zoos." 
Zoos began to explore alternatives. 
One of them was the AAZPA's Wildlife 
Conservation Management Commit-
tee proposal for "developing the 
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possibilities for cooperative pro-
grams with selected Exotic Animal 
Ranches possessing large tracts of 
land and sincere commitments to con-
servation." The proposal recognized 
that expansion of zoos' captive wildlife 
populations onto more spacious ranches 
would allow for the mafutenance of 
considerably larger numbers of ani-
mals in a semi-wild environment and, 
in the process, would provide for 
greater genetic diversity and vitality. 
The alliance between zoos and game 
ranches, whose traditional function 
was to supply animals for hunting, 
was not casually struck. Ranchers 
participating in the Species Survival 
Plan must promise that none of the 
animals will be used for hunting. 
The ranchers have agreed and have 
essentially put their considerable 
resources-land, finances, and the 
expertise of their professional staffs-
at the disposal of the zoos for estab-
lishing these wildlife breeding popu-
lations. For the zoos' part, they 
must be willing to contribute the 
best of their stocks to the ranches, 
even if it means parting with a popu-
lar favorite at the zoo. 
There are a number of advantages 
to this plan. Ranch populations would 
not only fill zoos' needs for animals 
but would also be a self-perpetuating 
breeding stock for conservation pur-
poses, thus removing zoos from the 
commercial trade in truly wild ani-
mals. 
By relying on zoos as its suppliers, 
the wildlife ranch will improve the 
vitality of captive populations by 
considerably expanding the gene 
pool. Such genetic diversity will im-
prove breeding and will also enhance 
the study of the animals. 
Finally, zoos will be able to pool 
their expertise and resources, expand-
ing their capacity to conserve endan-
gered species. AAZP A has set out 
for this program that very specific 
goal. 
The Waterfall Ranch is the first 
private ranch in the zoos' new pro-
gram. Owner Mantzel has, for nine 
Sable antelope are unimpressed by visit from owner Tom Mantzel and Pressman, in 
the front seat of the ranch jeep. A representative from the African Federation of Endan-
gered Wildlife accompanies them. 
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Northern Africa natives, oryxes graze peacefully in Texas. Individuals such as these could be the salvation of the species. 
years, had 14 species of animals, 
from sable antelope to aoudad, running 
virtually at will on his 1500 acres of 
mountainous property. "I had been 
to Africa and been struck by the beau-
ty of these animals-and their vulnera-
bility. I wanted to do something for 
wildlife I could leave behind, so I 
began putting the animals on my 
land," he says. 
A staff of four patrols the ranch 
by jeep on a daily basis. It is blessed 
with an abundance of natural water 
so the patrols are primarily to keep 
track of births and other natural 
happenings among the animal popu-
lations. The animals learn to drink 
from a trough (something they would 
have to do if transferred to a tradi-
tional zoo) and to expect supplemen-
tal feedings (another zoo adjustment). 
The AAZP A provides expertise as 
needed to assist landowners with any 
problems they may encounter with 
their program animals. So far, there 
have been no difficulties with the 
Grevy zebras-they seem to have 
adjusted to their new surroundings 
almost immediately. 
Thirteen Grevy's zebras are the first 
animals from the zoo program to join 
Waterfall's other animals. Zoos across 
the country, from as close as San An-
tonio and as far as New York City, 
plan to send zebras to the Waterfall 
Ranch. All are surplus zoo animals 
with reliable breeding records. 
These pilot projects are intended 
to be learning experiences for the 
zoos and ranches. The species now 
involved, like the Grevy zebra, are in 
14 
considerable surplus in zoos, thus a 
good-sized population is readily availa-
ble. Zoos are already experienced in 
the care of these animals, so that 
they can concentrate on perfecting 
the ranching side of the project. Once 
most of the problems are eliminated, 
they will be able to begin ranching pro-
jects involving more delicate animals. 
One species that AAZPA would 
like to include in this project is the 
black rhinoceros of Africa. The num-
bers of black, northern white, and 
J a van (Indonesian) rhino are all sev-
erely reduced; Pat Quinn, zoo direc-
tor and member of the SSP commit-
tee, feels that the black rhino will be 
the first among them to disappear 
from the wild. 
Although some African countries 
do have rhino protection plans, poach-
ing and potentially explosive politi-
cal situations in those countries make 
on-site conservation programs vul-
nerable. There are too few rhino left 
to take the chance that such pro-
grams will save the species. 
Other species targeted for the SSP 
program are Przewalski's horse, guar, 
okapi, and the simitar horned oryx. 
The SSP is not a wonder drug to 
cure all the problems of endangered 
species. In alleviating many of the 
problems associated with zoo breed-
ing activities, it will introduce new 
ones. Some species may not adapt to 
captive conditions; others may not 
be able to adjust to the semi-wild en-
vironment after years of zoo life. In 
those cases, we may have to be con-
tent with trying to conserve animals 
in the wild or in zoos. The ranch con-
cept will not be for them. 
Reintroduction to the wild of the 
animals- and their descendants-
on the ranches will not occur for 
10-15 years by best estimates. It 
will take that long to build up popu-
lations to safety levels and at least 
that long for the domestic conditions· 
in some countries potentially availa-
ble for reintroduction to stabilize. 
The HSUS believes conservation 
has the best chance for success if it 
is undertaken in the wild, in zoos, 
and on ranches such as the Waterfall 
Ranch. Not only will ranches fill zoos' 
own needs for animals, but they can 
also preserve species during the time 
needed to reclaim sufficient habitat 
to permit reintroduction and, in an 
equally important phase of conserva-
tion, to prepare countries to receive 
and protect their indigenous wildlife. 
The HSUS enthusiastically applauds 
the Species Survival Plan concept. It 
signals a change in zoo philosophy in 
that zoos are serious about becoming 
producers rather than consumers of 
wildlife. Second, by cooperating in 
other conservation efforts, yet recog-
nizing that barriers to reintroduction 
may exist indefinitely, zoos and game 
ranches will be acting as a trust, 
building self-sustaining populations 
of threatened and endangered species 
as, in the words of one scientific re-
port, "insurance against an uncertain 
future." 
Sue Pressman is Director of Captive 
Wildlife Protection for The HSUS. 
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RELEASING PETS FOR RESEARCH 
0 P P 0 S I T I 0 N M 0 U N T S T 0 "P 0 U N D S E I Z U R E" 
When you think of an animal shelter, what comes to 
mind? A place where happy reunions between lost pets 
and anxious owners take place every day? A haven for 
unwanted puppies and kittens available for adoption by 
new-and responsible-owners? A quiet last home for 
elderly or unwanted animals to be euthanatized by quali-
fied, caring, humane personnel? 
How about a clearing house through which unwanted ani-
mals are channeled into research programs? At many shel-
ters, this fourth, unsavory alternative is a real one, one 
the public doesn't see. At these places, dogs and cats 
coming in the front door of the shelter leave through the 
back in trucks destined for research facilities. 
From figures supplied by the National Institutes of 
Health, The HSUS estimates every year scientists and 
researchers use some 187,000 dogs and 75,000 cats from 
animal shelters for practice surgeries and a wide variety 
of experiments. 
Frequently, the shelters don't have a choice about wheth-
er or not to turn over unclaimed, impounded (and, some-
times, surrendered) dogs and cats for research. Seven 
states (Iowa, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Ohio, Oklaho-
ma, South Dakota, and Utah) require that any shelter 
receiving public funds release, on demand, unclaimed 
animals to research facilities. Six states (Connecticut, 
Hawaii, Maine, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Rhode 
Island) prohibit the practice. In the remaining 37 states, 
animals can go to labs but disposition of shelter animals 
is carried out as provided for either under local ordi-
nance or under contractual arrangements with a private 
shelter. 
While such laws don't apply to private humane soci-
ety shelters operated completely with private funding, mu-
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nicipal shelters (historically called pounds), funded by 
local tax monies, are required to comply with state laws 
or local ordinances in their disposition of unclaimed and 
unwanted animals. Humane society shelters that contract 
with cities or counties to provide sheltering and/or ani-
mal-control services are also required to comply with 
state and local laws regarding disposition of animals un-
less the contract specifically provides otherwise. (Gene-
rally, in states that have laws requiring release of ani-
mals for research, a contract may not supersede the state 
law. For that reason, when New York passed its state 
law in 1952 requiring shelters to release animals for re-
search, many private shelters chose to end their con-
tracts rather than give up their animals.) 
As the cruelties to which animals in laboratories are 
routinely subjected become better publicized, concern 
about the role animal shelters play in providing animals 
to research is increasing. The 1979 repeal of the New 
York state law requiring release of animals for research 
was the culmination of a nearly ten-year battle waged 
by animal welfarists. The following year, Connecticut 
overturned its law requiring release and enacted one 
prohibiting shelter animals from going to research. Major 
battles to change state laws, aimed at keeping shelters 
from having to supply animals for research, have this 
year been waged in California, Iowa, Massachusetts, Mis-
souri, Ohio, and the city of Chicago. 
Researchers, grown accustomed to easy access to a 
cheap and almost unlimited supply of experimental sub-
jects, are not giving up that supply without a fight. The 
National Society for Medical Research, an organization 
founded ''to defend the opportunities of biomedical sci-
entists for continued study," has recently vowed to "es-
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tablish regional, state, and local representation ... to aid 
in identifying proposed state legislation and regulation 
and local ordinances that would restrict the availability 
for and/or use of animals in research." 
So the lines are drawn. On one side are the researchers 
who defend their use of former pet dogs and cats as nec-
essary for the advancement of science. "Until the pass-
age of laws permitting dogs to be made available from city 
pounds, medical schools in certain parts of the country 
were able to use dogs to only a limited extent in teaching, 
and less extensively in research than they would have 
desired," states a 1982 introduction to a syllabus for a 
course at the University of Chicago Medical School. 
"Students and investigators at this and other universi-
ties where dogs are available for teaching and research 
should realize that this privilege ... will be threatened ... and 
must be fought for again in each generation." 
On the other side are animal-welfare advocates and the 
professionals who are responsible for dealing with the ani-
mal-control and -sheltering needs of the community and 
who frequently are caught between the demands of the 
researchers and their desire to do what they think is 
right for both the animals and the community. The di-
lemma is a painful one. If a shelter, public or private, 
gives up animals for research, it runs the risk of under-
mining the confidence of the public that the shelter is there 
to serve animals. Yet, in many states or localities, there 
is no choice. 
"Many people don't oppose the use of animals in re-
search," says Phyllis Wright, HSUS director of animal 
sheltering and control, "but when it's their own pet or a 
stray they've picked up, they feel differently. When peo-
ple are personally involved with an animal, they'd rath-
er let it run loose and take its chances on the streets 
than take it to a shelter where it might end up in some sci-
entist's painful experiment." 
Scientists say allowing them to buy, for a token fee, a 
shelter's unclaimed impounded animals saves the commu-
nity money it would otherwise have to spend to euthana-
tize the animals in the pound. That may be a false econo-
my according to Wright. "The animal running around 
[because someone turned it loose rather than take it to a 
shelter that releases animals for research] causes traffic 
accidents, gets into the garbage, bites chiidren on the 
playground, and generally causes more money to be spent 
on animal control than would be otherwise. We know that 
where there's a good shelter operating under humane 
guidelines, the public voluntarily brings in more animals 
than the dog warden collects on his own." 
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(Above) In one door and out the other, a dog brought to an ani-
mal shelter ends up in a buncher's truck, destined either for a 
research laboratory or for euthanasia, rather than a new home. 
(Above right) Puppies and kittens undergo conditioning in a 
quarantine unit at the University of California at Davis. After 
a holding period, during which they will be certified as disease-
free, they will be given to researchers for experiments. 
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That releasing pet animals from a shelter for use in re-
search represents betrayal of trust is a pervasive view 
among those who run shelters and animal-control agen-
cies. In an HSUS survey conducted of some 2,200 shel-
ters and animal-control agencies this spring, 93 percent 
of those responding answered affirmatively to the ques-
tion "Do you believe that release of animals for research 
undermines effective animal-control programs and indi-
vidual pet owner confidence in your shelter?" In re-
sponse to another question, only 5 percent declared such 
release did not (or would not) have a demoralizing effect 
on shelter employees. "I think they'd quit rather than 
turn over animals for research," one humane society ex-
ecutive director said of his staff. 
"Pound seizure," as the required release of shelter ani-
mals for experimentation is frequently called, is a post-
World War II phenomenon, a result of the explosion in 
science and biomedical research outstripping the supply 
of animals that could be purposely bred for research. 
Several states passed laws requiring public shelters and 
private shelters receiving public funds to turn over their 
unclaimed animals to accredited research institutions. 
Animal-welfare groups tried in vain to prevent the enact-
ment of these laws, but the public's trust in the scienti-
fic profession made those attempts largely unsuccessful. 
All that is changing, however. Today, animal activists 
are joining with many scientists and members of the gene-
ral public in the belief that pets should not be subjected 
to research. "Animals that are not born and bred in a labo-
~ ratory environment will suffer more from fear and dis-
C!~ h li di ~ tress in t e unfami ·ar surroun "ngs," wrote one scien-
tist in a March, 1982, letter to the editor of Lab Animal ; 
I 
magazine. 
Scientists claim "random source" animals are not form-
er pets. This is simply not true. A former director of a 
county shelter in North Carolina said the handler from 
the universities who claimed dogs from her tended to take 
more pets than unsocialized "strays": "When you walk in-
to a run with six or eight dogs, you take the ones you can 
catch quickly. He~d go for the ones that he could handle." 
Indeed, many of the shelter dogs and cats taken from 
shelters for research go via a "buncher," usually a U.S. 
Department of Agriculture-licensed dealer who may col-
lect animals from a number of shelters and then resell 
them for research.· Bunchers select docile dogs or cats 
because those animals are preferred by the researchers 
themselves over skittish, unsocialized animals cowering 
in the back of the cage. High school and college students 
often report being given "stray" cats for dissections 
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that have been spayed or neutered. And an inspector for 
the Massachusetts SPCA who regularly checks out Har-
vard University's animal holding facility said that 
many of the animals she sees, most of which are obtain-
ed from shelters, seem to be previously owned. ''I know 
they're pets because of the way they respond to you," 
she reports. "They come up wagging their tails and 
want to be petted." 
Aside from the damage mandated release of shelter 
animals does to the credibility of responsible and hu-
mane animal shelters is the question of whether random-
source animals even make valid research models. While 
many of the animals are used by students for practice 
surgery and then euthanatized, a significant number are 
"conditioned," held in quarantine either by a dealer or 
the research facility itself, subjected to extensive 
physical examinations and vaccinated against certain 
diseases, and then used in short- or long-range research 
projects ranging from cardiovascular research to phar-
macological studies. A 1981 survey presented at a meet-
ing of the American Association of Laboratory Animal 
Science indicated that random-source dogs were used in 
87 different fields of research. Cats are also used in 
research; many are trucked long distances to biological 
supply companies that euthanatize them, pump dye into 
their veins, and then sell them for dissection in high school 
and university biology and zoology classes. 
Researchers themselves, however, are beginning to 
question the validity of results obtained from animals 
whose genetic and medical backgrounds are unknown. 
"At one point in the history of research, there was some 
justification for the use of the semi-starved and anemic, 
worm-laden pound animal or random rabbit," said the 
Dean of the School of Medicine of the University of 
Washington in 1973. "I think it is also likely that many 
of the experiments of the past were conducted on ani-
mals ... too sickly or rundown to serve as adequate bio-
logical tools." Today, the pharmacological industry has 
all but abandoned the use of random-source animals be-
cause their unknown backgrounds make them inapprop-
riate candidates for drug testing. European nations are 
also discontinuing use of random-source dogs and cats; 
Sweden has even outlawed the practice. 
There are other good reasons to oppose release of shelter 
animals for experimentation. Researchers' easy access 
to these animals can contribute to the belief that animal 
lives are worthless and expendable and does not encour-
age them to seek non-animal alternatives for research 
and testing. 
Besides the actual animal suffering involved, another 
serious problem posed by release of shelter animals is 
the day-by-day demoralization of local animal-control 
personnel themselves. "I hated it," a former director of 
a North Carolina shelter said of her forced selling for re-
search of some 20 dogs and cats each week. 
''The worst thing about it was that I felt I was some-
how abandoning my responsibility toward the animals," 
she said. "If you put the animal down yourself, you can 
HOW YOU CAN PROTECT PETS FROM RESEARCH 
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Finding out how your state views disposition of 
unclaimed shelter animals is important but it may 
be misleading, as well. Your local librarian or 
state legislator's office will give you the letter of 
the law, but you may have to do some digging to 
find out how that law is interpreted and applied. 
The local shelter should tell you how it disposes of 
its animals and whether the laws under which it 
must operate cover both dogs and cats or cover dogs 
that have been given up as well as those impound-
ed. Laws vary greatly on these points. 
If your state is one of those mandating release 
of animals for research, you will have to have it 
overturned on a state level. Contact your state's 
humane federation or write to us to see how that 
can be done. If your state code says nothing about 
the issue, send for our information package "Pro-
tect Our Pets from Research," which includes a 
fact sheet answering the most commonly asked 
questions about "pound seizure," a background 
briefing paper, an action sheet detailing how you 
can have a local law changed or strengthened, a 
pamphlet on public awareness of this issue, and 
more. Each packet is $3.50. Bulk prices are avai-
lable. 
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On its way with a yank, a shelter dog is unceremoniously loaded 
into a buncher's truck in Ohio. In return for euthanatizing shel-
ters' unadapted animals, bunchers are allowed to take animals 
of desirable size and age for sale to research laboratories. Many 
shelter workers believe releasing animals for experimentation 
demoralizes shelter staff and betrays the public's trust in animal 
control. 
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rest assured that it was done in the most humane way 
possible. But even when you see them put into an air-
conditioned truck by a decent handler to go to a facility 
you know is clean, you feel you've abandoned your re-
sponsibility by turning them over to someone over 
whom you have no control. It's very unsettling. Some-
how the problem for the animal and the community is 
not being humanely resolved." 
People all over the country are gearing up to see to it 
that humane animal professionals will no longer have to 
bear the personal and professional agony of delivering 
animals for research and experimentation. 
The HSUS has made the abolition of shelter release of 
animals for research a major priority for 1983. We have 
undertaken important legislative and legal efforts in 
California and Ohio, where The HSUS Great Lakes Re-
gional Office was successful in obtaining an injunction 
against a buncher who was illegally selling dogs for re-
search (see Summer 1981 HSUS News). Here in Wash-
ington, D.C., we are urging NIH to cease funding re-
search projects that use random source animals. NIH 
currently does not . use shelter animals in its own, in-
house research, but that ban does not extend to the 
thousands of experiments it funds or helps fund with 
your tax money every year. In the end, however, this is 
primarily a local issue, and the battles will have to be 
waged locally by you and others in your community who 
are concerned about animals. To help you in these battles, 
The HSUS has prepared a packet of educational and lob-
bying materials (see sidebar on page 20). 
"As far as I'm concerned, I don't think humane soci-
eties should be in the position of supplying animals for 
research," said the director of a humane society in a 
state that mandates release of animals for research. "An-
imal experimentation leaves a bad taste in everyone's 
mouth. We've just gotten people to believe that it's bet-
ter to bring the animal to the shelter than to turn it loose. 
If they know that the animal may be exposed to some 
kind of torture in a research lab, we'll just be right back 
where we started." 
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BY DR. ANDREW ROWAN 
TWENTY YEARS OF EFFORT- AND FAILURE-
AT AMERICA'S REGIONAL PRIMATE CENTERS 
i 
At this regional primate center, a chimpanzee's exploration of 
the world outside its cage is limited to the reach of its arms. 
Introduction 
Few issues in animal welfare are more complex than 
the use of animals in research. The sacrifice of non-hu-
man primates in the pursuit of human health is particu-
larly controversial. To many, the non-human primate is 
the symbol of man's ultimate exploitation of a species so 
similar to his own in needs, capabilities, and social struc-
ture as to be virtually indistinguishable in moral terms. 
The National Institutes of Health (NIH) estimate the 
United States requires 34,000 non-human primates for 
experimentation every year. 1 Over 10,000 of these are at 
the seven regional primate centers supported by the 
U.S. government. In existence 20 years, these centers 
have squandered hundreds of millions of dollars in tax 
'Held, J.R., "Breeding and Use of Nonhuman Primates in the USA," Interna· 
tiona! Journal for the Study of Animal Problems, January/February 1981. 
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revenues and yielded marginally valuable research. Large-
ly ignored by the animal-welfare community until very 
recently, these facilities now find themselves the focal 
point of animal welfare's move to extend protection for 
laboratory animals through federal legislation and stricter 
guidelines for their maintenance and use. 
For several years, I have analyzed the primate cen-
ters' expenditures as allocated by Congress, their ani-
mal mortality rates, and levels of scientific achieve-
ment. In testimony before the Science, Research, and 
Technology Subcommittee of the House Committee on 
Science and Technology in 1981, I cited three different 
studies of the primate centers, completed in 1969, 1976, 
and 1979, which chronicled 20 years' of shortcomings in 
a program inadequately planned at conception and only 
slowly modified over time. These studies, commissioned 
by NIH, the parent agency of the centers, detail a histo-
ry o~ scientific mediocrity and high animal mortality; and 
of disease, reproduction, and nutrition problems. At the 
same time, tax funds have supported studies yielding re-
sults of questionable scientific value-and unjustified 
animal suffering-at the centers. There were some im-
provements in how the primate centers were run but a 
great cost in dollars and animal suffering. 
The HSUS now examines the complicated bureaucra-
tic and scientific myopia which has been a feature of the 
regional primate centers, and offers specific recommen-
dations for their operation and-in some cases-closing. 
The Regional Primate Centers: 
20 Years of "Trying to Do Better" 
. The creation of regional primate centers, supported 
directly by NIH (and, thus, by us taxpayers) through 
"core" grants for operating expenses and individual re-
search grants to staff and visiting scientists, was linked 
to the "catch up with the Russians in science" mania 
which afflicted the United States in the post-Sputnik 
years. American primatologists who had visited Sukhu-
mi, the Soviet Union's primate center, had been im-
pressed by the concept of a single permanent facility 
housing animals used by a number of researchers. They 
thought th~ concept could work here. In 1960, Congress 
passed public law 86-798 which authorized grants-in-aid to 
universities, hospitals, laboratories, and other public 
and nonprofit institutions to strengthen their programs 
of research and research training in the health sciences. 
T~e. NI~ responded to this legislation by creating and ad-
mmls~nng a number of health-related activities, among 
them, m 1962, the regional primate center program. 
Simply put, the regional primate centers were created 
to fulfill several basic goals: "to provide opportunities 
for research and research training" for qualified scienti-
fic investigators in the region; ''to develop improved 
breeding practices in order to increase the supplies of 
pedigreed, disease-free primates available for research"; 
"to study the natural diseases of primates and techni-
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ques of importation, conditioning, housing, and man-
agement which have an influence on the animal's well-
being and suitability for studies"; and "to disseminate 
the findings of studies done at the centers to primate 
users ... throughout the world. " 2 
Seven centers were eventually established. (See sidebar 
on page 25.) Each had a core staff of full-time, salaried 
scientists, an affiliation with a close-by university, and a 
vital, supposedly expanding program in which visiting 
(or affiliate) scientists could undertake research projects 
using the primate center animals on-site. These affiliate 
scientists would receive funding either through NIH or 
other government agencies or private channels. Core sup-
port has totalled hundreds of millions of dollars; in 1982 
alone, 18 million dollars. This figure does not include an 
equivalent amount of money given affiliate scientists for 
their individual projects. 
Those millions of dollars purchased seven physical sites 
(three on the West Coast); seven building complexes (in-
cluding animal rooms in which experiments are carried 
out; nurseries in which infant animals are cared for; field 
stations and range cages in which animals are kept, studi-
ed, and bred; laboratories; and laboratory equipment and 
supplies); administrative, support, and professional staff; 
and, last but not least, hundreds of thousands of non-hu-
man primates. 
These animals were the raison d'etre for the primate 
centers. They were the valuable, irreplaceable resource in 
the term "resource center" and the subjects on which 
hundreds of scientists based their scores of projects. Lost 
in the midst of NIH's discussion of research priorities 
and human health needs were these monkey ''prepara-
tions" whose misuse was for so long ignored by the sci-
entific community. This oversight can be explained par-
tially by ignorance and partially by expedience. 
"You have to remember," says Dr. Leo Whitehair, Di-
rector of the Primate Research Center at NIH, "prior to 
1960, few characteristics of any primate species were 
known. We were sending primates into space and import-
ing rhesus [monkeys] from India, but that was about it . 
There were no precedents for primate centers in this 
country." 
By 1966, the primate centers were fully operational colo-
nies of monkeys and apes acquired at enormous cost in 
animal mortality. Even today, only one in five primates 
captured may actually reach a center in good condition-
and the ratio was worse in the sixties. Even today, 30 to 
35 percent of primates used in center experiments an-
nually are taken from the wild, despite a much more ac-
tive center breeding program. 
The centers began in a blaze of glory and expansive fund-
ing. Some directors ignored their centers' areas of scien-
tific concentration (see sidebar) and instead approved 
projects of personal scientific interest. Animals were used 
by the thousands. Scientists discovered information on 
primate diseases and breeding, but this was often inci-
dental to the more exciting (to their way of thinking) hu-
man-health related research. 
Then something happened. The world changed. Funds be-
came scarce and the wild supply of primate species be-
gan to shrink drastically. First, India curtailed, and 
'Goodwin,. W.J., an~ James Augustine, "The Primate Research Centers Program 
of the Natwnal Instttutes of Health," Federation Proceedings, VoL 34 No. 8 July 
1975. ' ' 
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then prohibited, the export of its rhesus monkeys for re-
search following their use in nuclear weapon research. 
Peru, Bangladesh, Malaysia, Kenya, and Indonesia also 
imposed export restrictions. The primate centers could 
no longer rely on outside suppliers exclusively to fill 
their animal colonies. All had to plot strategies to breed 
animals on their own and become self-sufficient. In this ac-
tivity, the centers were not particularly successful. Lim-
itations of the laboratory setting, high mortality from 
n~tritional, J?arasite, and disease pro~lems, the impov-
erished housmg of laboratory-born ammals-leading to 
breeding problems-and earlier inattention to these 
questions by the primate centers point to their failure to 
live up to their original charter. (For example, in 1979, 
16 percent of 370 pregnancies in the macaque colony at 
Washington, considered by many to be the best of all 
centers, resulted in non-viable fetuses. In baboons, the fig-
ure was 10 percent. "It could be reasonably concluded 
that this [animal] wastage is inherent in the macaques 
under our housing system," wrote the director in his an-
nual report.) Shrinking budgets in the seventies, an 
about-face after the free-spending-for-science mentality 
of the sixties, limited NIH's ability to respond to the 
growing complexities of maintaining primate colonies. 
However, the primate centers tried to do better. They 
bred more animals, tried, through trial-and-error, to 
fathom the needs of a population of wild species victimized 
by close confinement, constant experimentation, rampages 
of diseases (measles, diarrhea), and often virtual total ig-
norance of diet. Year after year, directors of the primate 
centers offered rationalizations, excuses, and philoso-
phical observations on the difficulty of keeping primate 
colonies under laboratory conditions. They talked about 
small steps forward in understanding their charges' needs. 
They did not talk about what was an unspoken, common-
!y-~eld belief, that the primate centers were producing 
mdlfferent research at a tremendous cost in animal lives 
and suffering. 
The Research: "The amount and quality of work ... does 
not ... justify the great expense incurred." 3 
Because of their phylogenetic closeness to human be-
ings, primates are used in a wide variety of research pro-
jects. Some involved research on aging, vision problems, 
and cancer, but 37 percent (or more) of all research done 
in commercial or federal laboratories is done to produce 
and test vaccines and drugs. 4 This is despite the fact 
that the number of primates needed for vaccine testing 
could be much reduced5 and that toxicity testing on pri-
mates is, by and large, a waste of time.6 The National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) supports 
a number of research projects in motion sickness at the 
Delta center and other primate laboratories simply to im-
prove the comfort of astronauts in space, hardly a life-
threatening condition. Orthodontics research, often in-
volving cruel and deforming surgery on monkeys' facial 
and jaw areas, was another consumer of monkeys. Al-
though any questioning of the importance of research on 
'Hobbs, K.R., and Bleby, J., "Laboratory non·human primates for biomedical re-
search in the United Kingdom," Medical Research Council Laboratory Animals 
Centre, 1976. 
'Held, op cit. 
'Martin, M, "The price of polio vaccine," Lab Animal, Vol. 10, November/De-
cember, 1981. 
'Dayan, A.D., "Uses and Limitations of Primates in the Evaluation of Drug Effica· 
cy and Safety," Journal of the Royal Society of Medicine, VoL 71, 1978. 
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Many primates at the primate centers are kept full-time or part-
time in outdoor ranges such as this one. Many others remain in 
barren laboratory cages virtually their whole lives. 
primates is bound to elicit veiled allusions to life-saving 
breakthroughs (or to the specific, isolated, much-heralded 
development of a polio vaccine), much research on hu-
man-health problems done at the primate centers could 
be classified more as occupational therapy for the re-
searchers than as critical to progress in conquering hu-
man disease. Drug and alcohol research (particularly, 
these days, on the effects of cocaine and multiple addic-
tion) has been a staple of primate center research for 
decades and continues to proliferate. For every animal 
sacrificed by a Nobel Prize winner in cataract research, 
several are used in questionable drug studies, orthodon-
tic exercises, motion sickness surveys, and behavioral 
studies on deprivation or stress with limited application 
to human problems. Although NIH and the primate cen-
ters claim their funded projects must meet high stan-
dards of scientific excellence, outside observers have, 
throughout the years, found differently. The Bolt, Bera-
nek, and Newman report of 1976, commissioned by NIH 
itself, found "research at the centers ... not of high quality 
in general" and "efforts at monitoring excellence of re-
search ... not entirely successful."7 Of course, a number 
of primate-center directors disagreed strongly with this 
finding, but several independent studies confirmed the 
judgment. One center attracted virtually no outside scien-
tists. (As late as 1979, it had 69 scientific papers published 
by its core group and only 8 published by affiliates). 
One would have to question very seriously the value of 
studies such as this one at the Washington Regional 
Primate Center. In an orthodontics project, four monkeys 
were surgically prepared (by having metal implants in-
serted in the bone) to take an appliance delivering a steady 
one-pound force to each side of the head. The object of the 
experiment was to determine whether facial bones could be 
moved in a mature adult monkey. Then, for a period rang-
ing from 84 to 206 days, the animals were "kept in re-
'Bolt, BeraJUik and Newman, Inc., ''Assuring the Resources for Biomedical Research," 
report issued under contract to NIH, 1976. 
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straining chairs to reduce the possibility of damage to the 
appliances"! "During the course of force application, all 
animals demonstrated severe gingival inflammation and 
exposure of root surfaces due to the splint, the forces ap-
plied to the splint, and the resulting poor oral hygiene con-
ditions,'' report the researchers. "Monkey B had con-
tinual drainage from the eyes and nose.'' One of the four 
animals died during the experiments; the other three 
were killed. One conclusion: "In the light of our current 
level of technology in orthodontics, the clinical applica-
tion of the results of the present investigation is 
questionable. " 8 In another Washington project, resear-
chers attempting "to develop a method for inducing 
chronic stress (anxiety) in pregnant monkeys" exposed 
four monkeys to a "new procedure involving a conflict 
situation for 120 days .... Animals must touch a drinking 
tube for two seconds before water is available. On some 
trials ... either air blasts or shock on the tube occur as the 
water is available. In order to drink, the animal must ac-
cept the punishing stimulus on these trials." 
In another study, six infant monkeys underwent sur-
gical transposition of masticatory (chewing) muscles to 
see what effect such surgery would have on their chew-
ing patterns. They were studied for two years, then sac-
rificed. These kinds of projects seem, at best, arbitrary 
and wasteful of a resource considered so valuable that, 
as a Nobel Prize winner commented, "they are very preci-
ous animals and shouldn't be used capriciously." 
On more than one occasion, it has been suggested that 
at least one of the primate centers be closed so that the 
funding could be split among six rather than seven cen-
ters. Delta is often suggested, not only by animal-wel-
fare advocates but also by "those in the know." Delta 
has had a problem from the beginning and hasn't been 
helped by the fact that it has never managed to generate 
a strong affiliate program or keep its mortality rate to an 
"acceptable" level. 
The HSUS Concerns 
The closer one looks at the primate centers, the more 
inescapable is the conclusion that massive changes are 
needed in order to justify any part of a costly, poorly-con-
ceived, and, at times, cruel exercise in scientific indulgence. 
The shift in emphasis in science supported by public 
funds should be away from expensive, "white elephant" 
projects such as primate work and toward development 
of alternative techniques of the future. If the money 
poured into the primate centers had been used instead 
to support the development of, for example, cell culture 
resources and techniques, biomedical research would have 
been further advanced, especially in cancer and develop-
mental biology, and thousands of primates would have 
been spared capture, transport, and death in a research 
laboratory. Why is there resistance to this approach, 
particularly among those working at primate centers? 
As the director of one of the centers said, "My back-
ground is in animal work. That's what I know." 
Animal-welfare proponents must protest the condi-
tions under which primates are maintained at primate 
centers. Primates are our close relatives on the evolu-
tionary tree; they require complex social environments 
if they are to be healthy in both mind and body. The 
great apes (housed at Delta and Yerkes) particularly 
'Brandt, H. C., Shapiro, P.A., and Kokick, V.G., "Experimental and Postexperi-
mental Effects of Posteriorly Directed Extraoral Traction in Adult Macaca Fas· 
cicularis," American Journal of Orthodontics, VoL 75, March, 1979. 
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THE REGIONAL PRIMATE CENTERS 
• The Yerkes Primate Center in Atlanta, Georgia, 
affiliated with Emory University and specializing 
in neurobiology, behavior, pathology and immu-
nology, and reproductive biology; 
• The Wisconsin Regional Primate Center in Madi-
son, Wisconsin, affiliated with the University of 
Wisconsin and specializing in primate behavior, 
reproduction, and neurosciences; 
• The New England Regional Primate Center in 
Southboro, Massachusetts, affiliated with Har-
vard University and specializing in infectious dis-
eases, primate pathology, behavioral biology, car-
diovascular diseases, and nutrition; 
• The California Primate Research Center in Davis, 
California, affiliated with the University of Cali-
fornia, Davis, and specializing in studies on the ad-
verse effects of the environment on human health; 
• The Delta Regional Primate Research Center in 
Covington, Louisiana, affiliated with Tulane Uni-
versity and specializing in infectious diseases, 
neurobiology, and biomedical research; 
• The Oregon Regional Primate Research Center 
in Beaverton, Oregon, affiliated with the Oregon 
Health Sciences University and specializing in re-
productive biology, cardiovascular, metabolic, 
and immune diseases, and cutaneous biology; and 
• The Regional Primate Research Center at the Uni-
versity of Washington in Seattle, Washington, 
specializing in biomedical research on primates. 
need attention in housing and environmental enrichment. 
Nevertheless, many animals at the primate centers are 
being "warehoused," kept in small, bare cages devoid of 
any environmental enrichment. The cages may be clean 
and the monkeys may be fed a nutritionally adequate 
diet, but these conditions alone are not acceptable for 
the well-being of any primate, human or non-human. 
Mortality rates for all species remain too high. The ex-
perimental and non-experimental mortality rates at the 
primate centers are unacceptable. In 1978, non-experi-
mental mortality at Delta and Washington were 20.9 
percent and 24.4 percent, respectively. Yerkes had the 
lowest rate, at 6.9 percent. Ideally, non-experimental 
mortality should be zero, but this is an unrealistic ex-
pectation. The centers should be given a specific target 
percentage (much lower than the current norm) for non-
experimental mortality rates. Higher rates should trigger 
careful monitoring and, if necessary, corrective action. 
Experimental mortality should also be kept to an ab-
solute minimum and target figures established. 
The centers have been slow to develop ethical guidelines 
on the use of primates. The primate center at Wisconsin 
has only in the past few months developed ethical guide-
lines for research on primates, and those came only as a 
result of public pressure from animal-welfare propo-
nents. Other individuals in the primate research center 
program appear to be embarrassed by and anxious about 
this initiative. It is not that they think it is rather late to 
start developing such guidelines, rather, they appear 
not to know how to deal with the issue at all. Dr. Ronald 
Hunt of the New England Regional Primate Center, in 
fact, believes that, as director of the center, he should 
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not take any part in discussing or initiating discussions 
on the ethics of primate research. Of the Wisconsin 
statement he said, "Putting out a statement isn't going 
to change a single investigator ['s method of operation]." 
Reviews of the centers have been critical of the level of 
research and their efforts at attracting outside scientists. 
In 1969, 1971, 1976, and 1979, reviews of the primate 
center program have been critical of the quality of the 
science and/or the value for the money provided by the 
research done at the centers. How many more studies 
are required before some meaningful changes are insti-
tuted? In addition, resoutce funds to the centers support 
only an equivalent dollar amount of research funded from 
outside the resource, while resource funds allocated to 
other programs support six times the dollar amount of 
outside research. 
Defense of the primate centers has taken the form of 
platitudes about potential human health benefits in-
stead of critical analyses of what is actually going on. 
NIH has for too long hidden behind its stature as a ma-
jor purveyor of tax funds to biomedical research. When 
primate research is questioned or criticized, NIH merely 
produces platitudes about the essential nature of such 
research. The documents it produces in support of the 
platitudes are far from convincing. One analysis of the 
need for chimpanzee research was a gross distortion and 
a disgrace to the name of scholarly analysis. 9 Animal-
welfare advocates are expected to provide detailed rea-
sons for their criticisms of animal research while our 
tax-supported research institutions are permitted to re-
spond with arrogant bureaucratese and bland generalities. 
Conclusion 
NIH's seven regional primate centers are both helped 
and hindered by their unique relationship with the fede-
ral government. On one hand, they are more vulnerable 
to criticism than are private laboratories utilizing non-
human primates because public funds are their lifeblood 
and public censure could cause the flow of money to be cur-
tailed or interrupted. On the other hand, they are sheltered 
by the bureaucratic system which protects any program 
once it has begun, based on the rationale that once some-
thing is underway, it must continue in order to justify 
the money already spent on it. 
Pressure from The HSUS and other animal-welfare or-
ganizations can have an impact on how these centers are 
operated. Although the center directors we interviewed 
during the preparation of this article disagreed on whether 
they should be leaders in the discussion of the ethics of 
non-human primate experimentation, they all recogniz-
ed the need to be responsive to animal-welfare concerns. 
They realize that how the centers are perceived by the 
general public and how their achievements and value are 
portrayed by the media could have major implications 
for the future of the centers themselves. The HSUS will 
continue to press for immediate and significant improve-
ment in the conditions under which primates are caught, 
housed, and cared for by the primate centers and for an 
at least equivalent effort to develop and promote non-
animal alternative techniques. 
'Rowan, A.N., "Chimpanzee Task Force Report," Science, VoL 203, 1979. 
Dr. Andrew Rowan is director of laboratory animal 
welfare of The HSUS and associate director of The 
HSUS's Institute for the Study of Animal Problems. 
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< TlJ,e,H~iJSis .. ~ctiyely. supportip,g th~ Pdmat~ 
, C~11ters Mass Mobilization, a campaign .,ag~nst 
the nati()p,!s prim~te centers, which will culmi-
ll~t~,i.Ila~ass demopstration to take. place simul-
.. tap¢<Jt~:sly. at.four of the re!Ponal primate ce:nt~rs 
()r1Aptil24, J983. These protests at the New Eng-
lm:J,dR~gional Primate Research Center, .the Califor-
nia, Prim~te: Research Center, the· Wisconsin, Re-
gional Primat~ Res~arch, Celiter, and th~ .Y~rkes 
R.egiolial J>:iiimate Research Center will focust}le 
geh~ral pu.blic's attention on the wasteful, often in-
hufilane.use of primates for scientific,research. Tlle 
~()bilizationis position statementon th~,prii)late 
· :centers (printed below) is endorsed by The HSUS: 
1. Estaolishment as immediate policy, and not mit-
igating ag$st implementation of any other itefils 
!n this request, that all animals .. in all Primate 
Centers and related facilities will receive anaes-
th~sia and analgesics in pre-operative, e,q>erimell-
tal, and post-operative situations in every case 
whe:re there is actual or potential pain, suffering, 
or deprivation involved. 
2. Housing and transportation of primates used for 
teachi.Ilg, testing, or.researchshall provide for their 
physical, social, and psychological well-being. 
Minimum standards shall be those delineated by 
AAALAC (American Association for the Accredit-
ation of Laboratory Animal Care), with the addi-
tion of fulfillment of psychological and behavioral 
needs. 
3., Establishment of an office (to be supported. by 
NIH, as part of the block grant) in each Primate 
Center, within one year, to be staffed by Mobiliza-
tion~designated individuals acting as representa-
. tives· f()r the welfar~ of animals within each facility. 
. . 
, '" , 
> ' ',,_ )~,_-~_,~;:,'' __ - '' "-:'_~_':, ,< 
Staff¢~~~ slloU have- on a ~Jy 
sch(;duled , pasi:s, to. ijl areas, rooms,. and facilities 
witb.ill~ch :Prfi:natecente:r, as well as to an records 
of pa:st ,an~ eurrellt. experlm~ts, ·.an~ an records c:)n 
procurement, .b~ •. · euthanasia, and treatment 
of anil)lals in the facility. The purview of t}:rls of-
fice shall also exten~. to· behavioral and psycho-
logic~;~.l rE!s~arch facilities and othel" institutions 
with links to ()r cooperative programs with any of 
the Primate Centers. 
4. Witb.ill each Primate Center and related facility, 
and at NIH, l;l.llpolicy~making, review, and advi-
sory co~tt~s concerp,ed with treatment and care 
of animals, conduct of experiments, pain classifi-
cations, .and funding requests shall have 25 per-
cent perltlanent, voting. Mobilization-designated 
members}lip. 
5. No iliitiation of new pr()jects, and a phase-out 
of existing projects over aperiod of one year, as 
follows: 
a. an ~vioral experiments which do not have 
curtent, easily demonstrable clinical applica-
tions, with the exception of naturalistic stud-
ies of wild populations. · 
· b. all experiments which are redundant or are 
being duplicated elsew}lere. 
c .. all experiments for which alternatives to 
live-animal use exist. 
6. Abolition of stereotaxic devices [such as "mon-
key .chairs"] and other methods of restraint which 
do, or can, cause distress in animals. 
7. Grant funds saved by item #5 ta, b, c) shall be 
used to train resident researchers in alternatives 
to live-animal use, to fund development of addition-
al methods utilizing such alternatives, and to pro-
vide living conditions as specified in #2. . 
8. · Complete closure within one year of the Ore-
gon Regional Primate Center (Beaverton, Oregon) 
and the Delta Regional Primate Center (Coving-
ton, Louisiana), for reasons of relative inaccessibi-
lity, high disease and mortality rates, geographical 
redundancy, and duplication of work. Funds previ~ 
ously committed to those Centers shall be used to 
repatriate, resident primates to natural habitats or 
wildlife refuges, or to place them in Mobilization-
approved research facilities, under the direction of 
Mobilization member groups working with the staffs 
of the Centers, and all experimentation and breed-
ing operations at the two Centers shall cease. 
9. All employees, volunteers, and others at all Pri-
mate Centers and affiliated facilities must partici-
pate in a course on ethics and animals to be conduct-
ed by a Mobilization group instructor. 
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Sara: one of the original17 macaques in 
the Silver Spring, Maryland, laboratory of 
Edward Taub 
In July, after 12 days of highly scientific and tech-
nical testimony, a Montgomery County, Maryland, 
jury upheld the 1981 conviction of researcher Ed-
ward Taub on charges of failing to provide necessary 
veterinary care to one of his research monkeys. 
In the much publicized original trial, a judge found 
the principal investigator at the Institute for Behav-
ioral Research (IBR) guilty on six counts of animal 
cruelty last November (see the Winter 1982 HSUS 
News). 
Under Maryland law, Taub's first right of appeal 
was a new trial by jury. To assure the psychologist a 
fair hearing, it was stipulated that the jury not 
know and not be informed of Taub's earlier convic-
tion prior to reaching its verdict. 
The jury heard from 18 scientific experts, testify-
ing for either the prosecution or the defense, during 
·the marathon proceedings. After three days of report-
edly heated deliberations, the four men and eight 
women found Taub guilty of failing to provide nec-
essary veterinary care to Nero, whose right forelimb 
had been amputated since the animal's seizure from 
IBR by police in September of 1981. 
After announcing their verdict, many jurors ex-
pressed dismay at their decision, which had, in ef-
fect, overturned Taub's previous conviction of cruel-
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ty to 5 of the 17 monkeys taken from IBR. "Our 
hands were pretty much tied," one juror said out-
side the courthouse afterwards. "The problem was 
the law and applying it." 
"I wanted to find him guilty on all six counts," 
said another. He added that the evidence presented 
by the state convinced him of Taub's guilt but that 
the jury had difficulty applying the law in the case. 
Whether monkeys that had had limbs surgically al-
tered so that all sensation was eliminated suffered 
physical pain as a result of inadequate veterinary 
care of the limbs was a crucial determination- and 
one the jury had trouble making. "I didn't perceive it 
[the case] as an attack on science [as the defense had 
claimed]," he said. "I feel you can do research on an-
imals in a humane way, but [Taub] wasn't doing it." 
Several jurors complained, after the trial was 
over, that they were not permitted to see evidence 
they believed would have helped them reach a deci-
sion in the case. Anything pertaining to animals 
other than the 6 for which Taub was originally found 
guilty was declared inadmissable by Circuit Court 
Judge Calvin Sanders because Taub had already 
been acquitted of any wrongdoing involving those ani-
mals. The jury did not learn that 2 of the original! 7 
monkeys had died in the ten months since they had 
27 
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been seized (1 died shortly after being briefly return-
ed to IBR in October 1981; the other was euthanatized 
at the National Institutes of Health in May 1982). 
Neither was it given the opportunity to learn the out-
come of the pathology report on Nero's amputated 
arm. 
Montgomery County Assistant State's Attorney 
Roger Galvin, who was the prosecutor in both trials, 
said he saw the verdict as a landmark since it was 
Two days before researcher Edward Taub 
was given the maximum fine for his conviction 
for cruelty to one of his laboratory monkeys, 
the National Institutes of Health informed him 
by certified letter it was permanently terminat-
ing one of his grants and restricting another to 
non-animal research activities. 
The grants in question were suspended in Oc-
tober of 1981, after NIH determined "IBR had 
failed materially to comply with its statement 
of assurance about the care and use of labora-
tory animals," according to the letter to Taub 
from NIH Director Dr. James Wyngaarden. Re-
view of the courtroom proceedings led NIH to 
"reaffirm the previous ... findings," that "ade-
quate veterinary care was not provided at the 
IBR facility"; that "The [facility's] animal care 
committee was not properly constituted ... "; that 
"the physical facilities for housing the monkeys 
did not meet the [NIH] requirements ... "; and 
that "the IBR did not maintain an adequate oc-
cupational health program for the IBR staff .... " 
"You should also be aware," the letter con-
tinued, "that either the IBR or Dr. Taub, or both, 
may be made subject to additional sanctions. 
In particular, senior staff of the Department 
now are considering whether there should be 
restrictions on future funding opportunities 
and, if so, what form these restrictions should 
take." 
The NIH action was hailed by HSUS Presi-
dent John Hoyt, who, on July 6 in a letter to 
Wyngaarden, urged that "you cease taxpayer 
support of a researcher convicted twice of 
cruelty to animals.'' Another letter urging 
NIH to suspend Taub's grant permanently 
was signed by some 46 U.S. Congressmen and 
delivered in late August. Those of you who 
responded to our request to write letters ask-
ing that Taub's grant not be reinstated (see 
Spring 1982 HSUS News) can take great sat-
isfaction in this much-hoped-for action by the 
NIH director. 
the first time a jury had convicted a researcher of 
cruelty to his research animals. "We've proved that 
technical scientific questions can be the subject of 
litigation and that a jury is capable of deciding 
them," he said. "We proved this type of research can 
be done in a humane, nonabusive way, but that it was 
not [done so] in this case." 
The saga of Edward Taub and his research monkeys 
began in the summer of 1981, when Alex Pacheco, a 
university student and co-founder of PETA, a Wash-
ington, D.C.-based animal-rights organization, went 
to work in Taub's lab as a volunteer. Deeply disturb-
ed by the conditions he discovered at IBR, Pacheco 
began keeping a written log and taking photographs 
of the filth and poor physical state of the 17 crab-
eating and rhesus macaques housed there. After dis-
covering that Maryland, unlike many states, does 
not exempt researchers from its anti-cruelty statute, 
Pacheco brought a number of animal experts, includ-
ing The HSUS's Dr. Michael Fox, into the lab to ob-
serve conditions there. The photographs and affidavits 
of these experts were enough to convince Montgomery 
County police to obtain a warrant to raid the lab and 
confiscate the monkeys. The monkeys were first kept 
for several weeks in a specially renovated basement 
of a private home, then moved to NIH's main animal 
facility at Poolesville, Maryland. Fox, who visited 
the remaining animals shortly before the June trial, 
reported they were doing well. 
The June trial was similar in many respects to last 
fall's, although both sides presented more witnesses 
to try to prove their cases. The prosecution argued 
Taub's admitted failure to allow a veterinarian to 
come in, examine, and treat the animals constituted 
cruelty under Maryland law. The defense argued no 
one other than Taub was competent to care for or 
treat the animals because of their unique condition. 
(A number of the monkeys had undergone deafferen-
tation, a surgical procedure in which nerve roots are 
severed to reproduce the effects of a stroke.) 
Drs. Janis Ott and Philip Robinson, veterinarians 
at the Brookfield (Illinois) and San Diego (Califor-
nia) zoos, respectively, were flown in for the second 
time at HSUS expense to testify that, when they ex-
amined the IBR monkeys in September of 1981, 
they found them in dire need of veterinary attention. 
"His hand looked more like a foot than a hand," Robin-
son said of Nero, describing the gross swelling re-
sulting from a broken wrist bone. Of Big Boy, another 
of the monkeys in whose care Taub had been found at 
fault in the first trial, he said, ''Because of the disfig-
urement present there, if there was any [veterinary] 
treatment at all, it was an abysmal failure.'' When chal-
lenged by defense attorney James Miller as to whether 
or not there was any disease present in the monkey 
colony, Robinson replied, "Broken arms, open wounds, 
missing fingers, dislocations- I'd call that evidence 
of disease." 
Dr. Richard Simmonds, a veterinarian and Direc-
tor of Laboratory Animal Welfare at the Uniformed 
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ultimate disposition or placement of the monkeys, 
The HSUS has been actively supporting a second 
case which was filed in the federal district court in 
Baltimore (Maryland) asking the court to appoint the 
plaintiffs in that case special custodians or guardians 
of the monkeys on the legal theory that the power of the 
state court in the criminal prosecution under the state 
anti-cruelty laws was very limited and, while it could 
punish Taub for wrongdoing, it might not have the 
power to protect the monkeys themselves adequately. 
While The HSUS is not yet named plaintiff in that 
~ case (which was originally filed by the International 
~ Primate Protection League, the Animal Law Enforce-
""' ment Association, People for Ethical Treatment of 
~ Animals and six individuals), we are actively supporting 
I the case and have made a grant to PETA of $10,000, 
Taub (left) and his attorney James Miller spoke with report- which The HSUS obtained from the Thelma Doelger 
ers after the verdict: "I believe that what has happened to Charitable Trust for the specific purpose of helping 
me can happen to other scientists." to defray the legal fees and expenses involved in the 
prosecution of this very important civil proceeding. 
No date has yet been set for a trial in that case, pending 
the disposition of a number of procedural motions. 
Services University of the Health Sciences, testified 
research on animals not only can but must be con-
ducted humanely to be valid. "If we're going to ex-
ploit animals, we have an obligation to do it in the 
most humane way possible .... Only through good an-
imal care can you provide good animals that lead to 
good science," he told the jury. 
The defense's case centered on Taub's reputation 
as "one of the most respected scientists in the U.S.," 
according to attorney Miller, and the assertion that 
the broken bones and open wounds on the animals 
were the. "inevitable results of this research" and 
were justifiable because they might someday allevi-
ate human suffering. 
The defense called 14 witnesses in addition to 
Taub, only 4 of whom had ever actually been inside 
IBR or seen the animals in question. Five of those 
witnesses testified as to Dr. T&ub's character andre-
presented scientific organizations that had "investi-
gated" the case only by listening to Taub's side. 
Taub was sentenced on September 1. At that time, 
Judge Sanders denied Taub's motion for a new trial and 
reimposed the $500 fine levied at the first trial. In 
reinstating the maximum punishment possible, San-
ders told Taub he hoped "this would teach you a les-
son." (Later, when Taub spoke with the press, he in-
dicated the verdict and fine would have "no effect 
whatsoever" on the way he would treat laboratory 
animals in the future.) 
Meanwhile, the fate of all15 remaining monkeys 
hangs in limbo. Under Maryland law, the state can 
file to prevent Taub from regaining custody of Nero. 
The HSUS, which has participated actively in the 
prosecution of Taub since the animals were seized, is 
currently working on strategies to prevent Taub 
from getting any of the monkeys back. 
In addition, even though the trial judge in the crimi-
nal case retains jurisdiction over the question of the 
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The HSUS is seeking other means of assuring that 
the surviving monkeys will not be returned to Taub. 
"It has been clear from the beginning that the 
IBR monkeys were not housed or cared for in com-
pliance with the NIH Guide [for the Care and Use of 
Laboratory Animals, the agency's requirements for 
animal husbandry] or the Animal Welfare Act regula-
tions," wrote HSUS President John Hoyt in a letter 
to NIH Director James Wyngaarden. "The court-
appointed veterinarian, Dr. James Stunkard, admit-
ted in court that the IBR facilities could not be 
brought into compliance with the NIH Guide ... Now 
that Dr. Taub has failed, on appeal, to reverse his 
conviction for animal cruelty under Maryland state 
law, we urge NIH to confirm that, whatever now hap-
pens to the 15 monkeys, they will not be returned to 
Dr. Taub." Because Taub's research was conducted 
under a. grant from NIH, the letter also urged that 
the grant, suspended last fall after the monkeys 
were seized, not be re-funded, an action recently tak-
en by NIH (see sidebar on page 28). 
Galvin said he did hope that the Taub case would 
serve as a catalyst for other cases in other states. "I 
hope that states which do exempt research will con-
sider changing their laws now," he said. "We must 
be wary of having researchers exempt from state 
law. The federal authorities who were supposed to 
be taking care of these animals failed, and were it 
not for the state, there would have been no one to 
prosecute this case." 
"The verdict against Dr. Taub rendered by the 
jury is indicative that the citizens of this country 
will not tolerate the abuse and suffering of animals 
used in research, even if it can be established that 
the research in question has a useful and legitimate 
purpose,'' said HSUS President Hoyt. ''An animal 
has the right not to become a victim of cruelty and 




HOW NECESSARY-AND HOW MORAL? 
BY DR. M.W. FOX 
Laboratory animals are used for a variety of purposes, 
their exploitation, suffering, and death being justified 
as contributing to the greater good of society. However, 
as will be shown, the apparently altruistic public con-
cern of the biomedical research industry is losing its 
credibility for many reasons. The value of animal "safety" 
tests, the relevance of animal "models" of human diseases, 
and the arguments given by scientists to justify their 
wholesale exploitation of animals are questioned on many 
counts. These questions and shortcomings cast serious 
doubt on the extent of the contribution of animal re-
search to the greater good of society. 
Let us begin by contemplating that which constitutes 
human health and well-being. Emotional, social, and en-
vironmental factors, as Robert Ader, inPsychoneuroim-
munology, has shown, are the least recognized, yet most 
important and fundamental prerequisites of health, along 
with good nutrition and sanitation. It is doubtful that 
animal research can contribute anything in these dimen-
sions, since human health and the greater good of society 
are determined, not in the animal research laboratory, 
but by those political and socioeconomic forces which 
either impair or enhance the opportunity for people to 
assume, through enlightened self-interest, the full respon-
sibility for their own health and welfare. 
The Value of "Safety" Tests 
Laboratory animals are being used increasingly to 
test chemicals for their carcinogenic, teratogenic, and 
other pathological potentials. Such tests, like the "safe-
ty" tests for drugs, cosmetics, and other consumables, 
are embedded in a morass of politics, corporate interests, 
and costly and ineffective bureaucratic regulations to 
such a degree that chemicals known to cause cancer, birth 
defects, and other diseases are still being manufac-
tured, widely used, and variously absorbed into our own 
bodies. Animal "safety" tests continue, causing further 
needless animal suffering, while debate goes on as to 
how much or how little of a substance is "safe." In the 
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process, the principle of chemical synergy (that the com-
bination of two or more chemicals, even at'" safe" levels, 
can have an additive effect, increasing their harmful-
ness to our bodies) is overlooked. It is impossible for the 
60,000 chemicals now in common use to be tested indi-
vidually and in various combinations to determine a reli-
able safety level for any compound. Why bother, then, 
with the costly charade of animal testing? One reason is 
to satisfy outmoded government regulations, and to 
provide a company with some form of quas.i-legal "evi-
dence" should it ever be sued by a product's dissatisfi-
ed-or diseased-consumer. In other cases, animal safe-
ty tests amount to little more than a public relations 
gimmick to dispel public concern about the products it 
uses and, at best, give it a false sense of security. Profit 
is the most powerful motive for these tests' continued 
use-profit from the production of new consumables 
(detergents, cosmetics, insecticides, etc.) pumped into 
the marketplace to displace the adequate supply of such 
items, most of which have already been "safety tested" 
on animals. Laboratory animals are clearly being need-
lessly exploited in this field of research and are being 
made to suffer purely for profit rather than to improve 
public health or consumer safety. 
Relevance of Animal "Models" 
Animals are frequently used as "models" for various 
human ailments. However, since the causes of human dis-
eases are primarily mental, social, and environmental, 
the use of animals as appropriate models must be seriously 
questioned. Animal "models" mimicking human dis-
eases in life are generally created in an artificial labora-
tory environment, with the animal totally isolated from 
those social and environmental variables which are part 
of most disease syndromes and stressed emotionally as 
a consequence of social deprivation and environmental dis-
ruption. A steel cage two feet by three feet in a darkened, 
air-conditioned room is hardly a biologically appropriate 
environment for an owl monkey being used as a human 
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model for malaria, since crucial social and environmen-
tal variables are absent! Animal models are utilized pri-
marily to find ''cures'' through drugs and vaccines and 
to study disease processes within the body. The former 
bring profits to manufacturers and alleviate some human 
sickness but are without any preventive value. Without 
clean air, water, food, and an adequate diet, sickness 
and suffering will continue and new diseases will appear. 
The study of disease processes is only part of the disease 
picture and is of limited value since the crucial knowledge 
of social and environmental influences is lacking. 
Animal "models" in general, therefore, are of limited 
value, except, perhaps, to help develop vaccines to pro-
tect our armies from exotic diseases on foreign soils; to 
test new weapons; develop more deadly methods of bio-
logical warfare; improve the killing effectiveness of radia-
tion; and improve our technological abilities to protect 
and "cure" ourselves from radiation and lethal chemicals, 
bacteria, and other organisms used in biological warfare. 
There are some animal "models" that cruelly-and 
generally irrelevantly-mimic human emotional disor-
ders, such as prolonged social isolation, maternal depri-
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vation, helplessness, depression, and acute fear and chronic 
anxiety. Some of the most inhumane animal studies are 
done by psychologists, who refuse to admit to the proba-
bility that, if their studies are relevant to human emotional 
disordet:s and distress, then it is likely that the animals 
they use may be subjected to great emotional suffering. 
The "model" state can be induced by physical abuse 
through, for example, inescapable electrical shock or 
prolonged solitary confinement and, more recently, by 
injecting biochemicals that affect the brain and cause 
acute anxiety, depression, and other severe emotional 
disturbances. 
So, even given better legislation and enforcement of 
laws to protect the welfare of laboratory animals and 
better designed research studies that are more germane 
to improving human health, what animal research is valid 
and which studies entailing animal suffering are justifi-
ed? In the final analysis, clearly, very few. 
Justifying Animal Use in Research 
There is one very powerful argument scientists use to 
defend and justify their right to use animals for research 
purposes. This is the desire to acquire knowledge for knowl-
edge's sake. They argue all knowledge is of potential use 
to humanity and its pursuit should not be questioned 
and obstructed: such obstruction would be against the 
best interests of society and also a violation of scientific 
freedom. This attitude has led to a state in which all knowl-
edge of potential benefit to humanity is of higher priori-
ty than humane concerns: the means, no matter how much 
animal suffering is involved, justify the ends, if there is 
"benefit" to society. 
Yet, all knowledge is not of equal value, and it is un-
scholarly to make such a generalization. Only certain es-
sential knowledge, rather than trivial information, should 
be justifiably sought at the expense of animal suffering. 
Thus, it is the pursuit of knowledge (scientific freedom), 
rather than the value of knowledge per se which scientists 
seek to defend and justify since this pursuit may lead to 
knowledge that will benefit society. Yet, it is just as likely 
not to, since much research is repetitive and nonproduc-
tive. No research project can be guaranteed to give useful 
results. 
Since it is the pursuit of knowledge and the promise of 
possible benefits to society rather than knowledge per 
se that is so rigorously defended, it is the means where-
by such knowledge is obtained that must be questioned. 
If there are alternatives to causing animal suffering in 
the pursuit of knowledge, then adopting such alter-
natives is a moral imperative and a scientist's responsi-
bility. If no alternatives are available, then the possible 
benefits of such knowledge to society must be weighed 
against the costs to animals in terms of physical and psy-
chological suffering. This is a side of scientific accounta-
bility often overlooked. 
Human beings can and do suffer far more than animals 
from drug addiction, depression, and schizophrenia. 
They may also suffer chronic physical and mental pain 
and anguish to a far greater extent and intensity than 
do most animals. Thus, in some circumstances, humane 
individuals may accept the need to use living things for 
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biomedical research. Ideally, these should be the most 
primitive, in terms of sentience and sapience, possible. 
If a more sentient and sapient "analogical systems mod-
el" (a dog or rhesus monkey) is needed, then, if the pain 
and suffering to the animal would be greater than the 
amount of pain and suffering that a human might feel 
under the same experimental conditions, the experiment 
should not be permitted. 
It is a weaker and more vague injunction to say, as psy-
chologist Martin Seligman does in Helplessness: "Each 
scientist must ask himself one question before doing 
any experiment on an animal. Is it likely that the pain and 
deprivation that this animal is about to endure will be 
greatly outweighed by the resulting alleviation of hu-
man pain and deprivation? If the answer is yes, the ex-
periment is justified." Compassionate as it may seem on 
the surface, this statement, on closer analysis, prickles 
with self-serving utilitarianism and hubris. The animal is 
not under the same conditions in the experimental set-
ting and so it may suffer more than a human in an every-
day or hospital setting. It would be more accurate scienti-
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fically- and appropriate ethically-to put the human in 
the animal's place and decide that if the objectively 
quantified degree of pain, suffering, and deprivation is 
greater in man under those circumstances, the animal 
experiment is justified. 
However, if scientists cannot ascertain how much the 
animal is in pain, then ethically they should not experi-
ment upon it. And, if scientists do not know the answer 
to this basic question, then the value and relevance of 
the work, aimed at ultimately alleviating pain and suf-
fering in humans, is most probably scientifically invalid 
and of little relevance clinically. Pain, suffering, and dep-
rivation are intervening variables which affect the ani-
mal's behavior, post-operative recovery, drug responsive-
ness, immune system, and disease and stress resistance. 
These variables must be controlled, for their intensity 
and effect on the animal must be known, otherwise the 
scientific validity and clinically relevant data derived 
from animal experimentation will be minimal. 
Psychologists F .L. Marcuse and J .J. Pear contend the 
primary purpose and justification of scientists experi-
menting upon animals is that the knowledge gained may 
be of survival benefit. These scientists ask, "Should the 
good and well-being of humans be placed over that of 
animals?" The very formulation of such a question is 
based upon the assumption that the good and/or well-
being of animals and humans are mutally exclusive and 
somehow separate. It is this kind of "speciesist" think-
ing that underlies much human suffering as well as un-
necessary animal exploitation and suffering. Perhaps if 
scientists such as Marcuse and Pear were to examine 
those human values, motives, and priorities that lead 
them to make such ill-conceived statements to justify 
and defend their use of sentient animals "for the benefit of 
humanity," we might benefit far more significantly than 
we would from much of the animal experimentation now 
undertaken. 
Marcuse and Pear urge that scientists should be encour-
aged to question the humaneness of procedures with the 
same intensity that they question their scientific sound-
ness. But who is to encourage them to do so and to be 
more open with the general public and with animal wel-
farists? These authors state that "In the long run, it is 
the culture as a whole that will resolve the ethical issues 
involving research with animals,'' yet, it is the scientific 
community and its allied industries that have a monopo-
listic influence over public policy. Certainly, profession-
al scientific groups seem incapable of resolving these is-
sues and will not succeed unless they open the doors so 
the culture as a whole can join in the discussion. The 
doors have been closed for too long, by such organiza-
tions as the National Society for Medical Research, in 
order to protect vested interests rather than "scientific 
freedom." But keeping the doors closed now is to be out 
of step with the times. Now is the time for dialogue, 
otherwise the biomedical and research community as a 
whole may suffer the consequences of a growing public 
disillusionment with science and medicine. 
Dr. M. W. Fox is scientific director of The HSUS and 
director of The HSUS's Institute for the Study of Animal 
Problems. 
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ANIMALS 
It's their world, too. 
But you'd never know it. 
Take a look around you at the animals sharing 
our planet. Newborn calves thrust into solitary 
confinement grow up without room even to turn 
around. Millions of kittens and puppies are condemned 
to death annually because their owners didn't care 
enough. Seal pups are brutally clubbed 
Already, we're speaking out against senseless 
killing and cruelty toward animals, helping to 
eliminate inhumane commercial farming practices; 
improve conditions 
in the first step toward 
becoming fashionable 
fur coats. 
With your help, The 
Humane Society of the 
United States can give our 
animals the protection 
they deserve. 
I want to join The Humane Society of the United States and help protect animals. 
Membership categories: D Individual Membership-$10 D Sustaining-$100 
D Family Membership-$18 D Sponsor-$500 
D Donor-$25 D Patron-$1000 or more 
D Supporting-$50 
I am enclosing an additional contribution of $, _____ to assist The USUS. 
for laboratory 
animals; and 









Address ___________ City ______________________ State, ___ Zip. ____ _ 
Membership includes a year's subscription to The HSUS News and periodic Close-Up Reports. 
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The Everglades Deer Massacre 
... and Its Aftermath 
In July, despite the best efforts of 
The HSUS and a host of animal-wel-
fare and environmental organizations, 
a totally unnecessary and wasteful 
massacre of Everglades deer took 
place in Florida. State wildlife officials 
allowed hunters to participate in a 
"mercy killing" of animals supposedly 
in danger of starvation due to the un-
usually high water levels in the Ever-
glades, without regard for a national 
outcry from the general public.* Ani-
mal-welfare advocates were overwhelm-
ed-and ultimately defeated-in our 
attempt to save the deer because 
Florida state laws were simply too 
weak to prevent the destruction. Why 
did this happen? What are we doing 
to prevent it from happening again? 
First, let's look at this summer's 
events in the Everglades. Late last 
June, the Florida Game and Fresh W a-
ter Commission announced plans to 
hold an emergency deer hunt in an al-
most-800-square-mile area of the Ever-
glades. The hunt was to include ap-
proximately 800 airboats, 1600 people, 
and packs of dogs to chase the deer. 
Plans called for sparing bucks with 
antlers of more than four "points" and 
killing of all other deer, including the 
does nursing fawns. Obviously, nurs-
ing fawns orphaned or abandoned 
after their mothers' deaths almost 
certainly died from starvation and 
malnutrition. The hunt's characteriza-
tion as a "mercy kill" was ludicrously 
inaccurate; if ever a situation exem-
plified a "cure worse than the disease," 
this one did. 
The public was incensed. A Miami 
lawyer brought suit to halt the slaugh-
ter in both state and federal courts. I 
offered expert opinion for use in the 
preliminary hearings and offered to 
act as an expert witness in these ac-
tions. The HSUS was prepared to as-
*This situation was as much the result of poor water manage-
ment by state officials who pumped excess water into the habi-
tat as natural causes. 
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sist in defraying some of the legal 
expenses involved. Meanwhile, anoth-
er Florida citizen hastily organized a 
last-ditch effort to take airboats into 
the glades and rescue the deer. The 
HSUS, believing that the deer were 
truly better off unmolested in their 
natural habitat and knowing an air-
boat rescue attempt would shock and 
traumatize many animals, sent mail-
grams to cooperating animal-welfare 
groups in Florida to orchestrate a blitz 
of protest to the governor to make 
him stop the hunt. We sent a telegram 
to that official urging prohibition of 
the hunt and offering $5000 to initi-
ate a program to provide any neces-
sary supplemental food. Unfortunate-
ly, the courts failed to take the mat-
ter to full hearing, the rescue effort 
proved unsuccessful, The HSUS of-
fer of money for emergency food 
went unconsidered and unacknowledg-
ed, and the deer were slaughtered. 
In retrospect, the affair seems a 
nightmare. It exemplifies one of the 
worst cases of artificial manipula-
tion of natural wildlife populations 
by game "managers." A few deer 
apparently had died or were dying, 
but the whole population was not 
threatened. Water levels were not over-
whelmingly high, as had been re-
ported, but rather were simply near 
normal after many years of prolonged 
drought. And, it must be remembered, 
deer throughout the Everglades have 
adapted over millions of years to 
seasonally high waters caused by hur-
ricanes, floods, and prolonged rainfall! 
The game commission reported aft-
er the first day of the hunt that the 
weights of the slaughtered deer were 
"below average." The game commis-
sion reports, however, carefully avoid-
ed acknowledging that most hunter-
killed deer appeared to be in good 
shape, and that deer in the Everglades 
long ago adapted to their watery en-
vironment by reducing their size and 
by John W. Grandy 
body weight to levels considered well 
below normal for most deer. Finally, 
the deer were reported to be infested 
with parasites. These generally turned 
out to be the typical assortment of 
ticks, mosquitoes, fleas, flies, and in-
ternal organisms deer in the Everglades 
have been living with for a millenium. 
The game commission's response to 
this non-crisis situation was effectively 
to ignore any non-lethal alternatives 
(such as necessary supplemental feed-
ing) and to unleash an army of air-
boats, hunters, and dogs upon the 
deer. The toll: 731 dead deer, and un-
known numbers wounded or pursued 
to exhaustion. 
This must never happen again. The 
legal system of Florida failed to stop 
public officials from putting millions 
of gallons of water into deer habitat; 
it failed to protect the deer from un-
necessary and inhumane destruction; 
and it failed to protect the interest 
of the great majority of the people in 
Florida and across the nation who are 
committed to the health and humane 
treatment of wildlife populations. 
Now, each of us must take his frus-
tration caused by this debacle and 
translate it into new laws to protect 
wildlife from such destruction. For 
this reason, The HSUS prepared and 
sent to all of its members and support-
ers in Florida draft legislation to 
amend the Florida statutes to prohibit 
these kinds of ghastly spectacles from 
recurring. 
While the problems of water man-
agement in the Everglades are unique 
to Florida (and should be solved by 
state law), the incompetence of the 
state's wildlife "management" sys-
tem is not unique to that state-in-
deed, it seemingly infects all wildlife 
and/or game management agencies in 
this country. (Not content with bungl-
ing their jobs on their own, wildlife 
managers spread confusion by for-
ever asserting that the XYZ hunting 
The Humane Society News • Fall1982 
! 
Everglades deer in better days: this summer, a wasteful slaughter couldn't be avoided. 
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or trapping season is necessary for 
the "good of the animals.") 
Animal-welfare organizations and 
private citizens often challenge these 
assertions only to be told, in effect, 
either that this is a "professional judg-
ment" or to produce proof that killing 
the animals is harmful. Somehow, 
"professional judgment" has be-
come synonymous with an open invi-
tation to wildlife managers to do 
whatever they want with the nation's 
wildlife. We are asked to prove that 
killing animals does not help them, 
when those who would allow killing 
of our wildlife should have to prove 
that killing is good for the animals! 
In a rational country where wildlife 
is treasured and respected, this 
would seem unquestionably logical. 
Alas. Despite the desires of the 
large majority of people, wildlife en-
dures all kinds of inhumane and bar-
baric treatment-from bow-and-arrow 
and airboat hunts to leg-hold traps-
because it is "good for wildlife." 
To be sure, one can identify cases 
where the humane treatment of an 
animal demands the swiftest possible 
death, and wild animals may, at times, 
need to be managed for their own 
good. But management does not have 
to mean destruction by bow and ar-
row, leg-hold traps, or other instru-
ments of death. One gets the feeling 
that some "managers" are only using 
the animals' inability to speak for 
themselves as an excuse for a policy 
of "anything goes." 
To combat this "killing for the 
animals' own good" and to respond 
to the situation presented by Florida 
and numerous other states, The HSUS 
has developed its model state legis-
lation. In it, we require that the bur-
den of proof fall on those who would 
allow killing of wild animals. We al-
so mandate animals may only be killed 
"for their own good" if the most hu-
mane methods are used. Finally, we 
provide for the filing of citizen law 
suits to protect against abuse. 
It is time to put accuracy into wild-
life managers' use of the English lang-
uage and logic into the management 
of this nation's wildlife. 
(Copies of The HSUS model legis-
lation will be available at The HSUS 
Annual Conference in Danvers, Mas-
sachusetts, or from Ms. Wendy Smith, 
at The HSUS in Washington, D.C.) 
John W. Grandy is Vice President 




HSUS at White House 
In order to gain administration 
support for HSUS action on the 
laboratory-animal issue, Director 
of Legislation Martha Hamby and 
Director of Laboratory Animal 
Welfare Andrew Rowan met with 
Robert R. Steeves, Deputy Direc-
tor of the U.S. Office of Consumer 
Affairs in July. This office reports 
directly to the White House. 
Officially, the administration is 
opposed to H.R. 6928 based on 
cost figures obtained from the Of-
fice of Management and Budget and 
the National Institutes of Health. 
These agencies had projected 500 
million dollars (a figure we dis-
pute) as the price tag for federally 
funded research institutions to 
Opposing FTC Threats 
Two bills before Congress would 
prohibit the Federal Trade Commis-
sion (FTC) from initiating any in-
vestigations or issuing ariy rule or 
regulation relating to any profes-
sion or professional association, in-
cluding veterinarians. The HSUS op-
poses both S. 2499 and H.R. 3722. 
We believe investigations by the 
FTC have been of great benefit to 
pet owners in persuading the Amer-
ican Veterinary Medical Associa-
tion and state veterinary practice 
boards to ease restrictions on ad-
vertising of veterinary services. 
Such restrictions prevented consum-
ers from discovering price differ-
ences and decreased competition 
among veterinarians. Costs for vet-
erinary services were kept at an 
artificially high level as a result. 
When veterinarians were permitted 
to advertise and modify fixed, 
professionally imposed fee sched-
ules, prices, especially for more 
comply with the accreditation stan-
dards that would be required by 
the legislation, if passed. 
During the lengthy meeting, 
Hamby asked that the adminis-
tration reconsider its position and 
explained why The HSUS believes 
passage of H.R. 6928 is so impor-
tant. Rowan emphasized the de-
velopment of alternatives to the 
use of animals and challenged the 
effectiveness and efficiency of ani-
mal testing. While not willing to 
grant the administration's official 
seal of approval to the bill, Steeves 
did express willingness to discuss 
administration participation in 
the encouragement of alternatives 
research. The HSUS intends to ar-
range more meetings at the White 
House level in seeking help for lab-
oratory animals. 
routine surgical procedures and 
services, were significantly lowered. 
The HSUS strongly supports 
the improvement of animal health 
through widely available, reason-
ably priced veterinary services. 
For this reason, we submitted an 
amicus curiae brief to the U.S. Sup-
reme Court in 1978 which argued 
in favor of allowing advertising by 
low-cost spay/_neutering clinics. 
S. 2499 and H.R. 3722 appear 
to be little more than attempts by 
doctors, veterinarians, attorneys, 
and other powerful professional lob-
bies to get the FTC off their backs. 
HSUS members who wish to ex-
press their opposition to these 
bills should write their senators 
and representatives and ask them 
to support H.R. 6995. This bill, 
sponsored by Reps. Florio, Dingell, 
Broyhill and Lent, would simply 
reauthorize funds for the FTC 
without affecting its jurisdiction 
over anti-competitive or decep-
tive practices by the professions. 
No Progress on S. 1043 
The fate of Sen. David Pryor's 
bill (S. 1043), which would establish 
a federal program to eliminate drug 
abuse in horse racing, remains in 
the hands of the Senate Subcom-
mittee on Criminal Justice. Despite 
HSUS hopes after hearings held 
in May (see Summer 1982 HSUS 
News), Subcommittee Chairman 
Charles Mathias has not yet recom-
mended the bill to the full Senate 
committee for review. Sen. Math-
ias acknowledged the strength of 
the HSUS position in favor of the 
bill, presented in testimony by In-
vestigator Marc Paulhus, but ques-
tioned exactly what the financial 
impact of implementation of the 
legislation would be on each rac-
ing state. Those states receive a 
substantial percentage of every 
dollar wagered at their tracks, 
and the cost of administering a 
comprehensive pre-race drug test-
ing program would come out of 
those state shares. At the May 
hearings, Paulhus testified the 
cost would be far less than that 
estimated by horse-racing indus-
try proponents. Sen. Mathias has 
asked the Congressional Research 
Service (CRS) to study the poten-
tial fiscal impact of S. 1043 and 
report its findings to the subcom-
mittee. Paulhus predicts the CRS 
report will find the cost of the pro-
gram to be significantly less than 
racing industry figures. When the 
report might actually land on Sen. 
Mathias's desk is anyone's guess. 
The HSUS is pressing the sub-
committee to procure its CRS re-
port quickly and pass S. 1043 to 
the full committee for its review. 
The House version of S. 1043, 
H.R. 2331, is scheduled for hear-
ings in the House Subcommittee 
on Criminal Law on September 
23, our press date. The HSUS's 
Paulhus and Bob Baker are among 
the witnesses scheduled to testify 
before the subcommittee. 
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Bill to Help Laboratory Animals Withstands House Test 
The long-awaited compromise bill 
to help laboratory animals, H.R. 
6928 (formerly H.R. 6245) cleared 
another hurdle on its way to the 
floor of the House of Representa-
tives (see Summer 1982 HSUS 
News) in August. 
The House Committee on Science 
and Technology passed the legis-
lation by a vote of 39 to 3, giving 
its chances for passage a major 
boost in the bargain. During com-
mittee review, H.R. 6928 picked 
up ten new cosponsors. Now the 
bill must wait its turn for consid-
eration by the House Energy and 
Commerce Subcommittee on Health 
and Environment. 
The HSUS sent an urgent Action 
Alert to all its members asking 
them to urge their representatives 
to cosponsor this important bill 
and to vote for it when it reaches 
final floor vote. Many of you re-
sponded: an impressive number of 
letters and calls were received. 
Although the bill doesn't con-
tain all the provisions The HSUS 
would have liked to have seen in-
cluded, we believe H.R. 6928, with 
some modifications, could prove to 
be the most effective piece of leg-
islation written to help laboratory 
animals in many years. 
Among its provisions, H.R. 6928: 
• recognizes alternatives to the 
use of animals in laboratories should 
be pursued, and that the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services should 
adequately fund alternatives re-
search as well as establish an ad-
visory panel to ensure this is done; 
• directs the National Toxicolo-
gy Program to increase significant-
ly its allocation of millions of dol-
lars for the research and develop-
ment of non-animal methods; 
• requires no federal dollars be 
awarded to a research entity unless 
it meets certain accreditation stan-
dards much higher than those now 
required by law; 
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• requires the research entity 
deal with the issue of animal pain 
during experimentation in any grant 
proposal for federal money; to jus-
tify anticipated animal distress in 
terms of the benefits to mankind; to 
assure the services of a consulting 
veterinarian; and to assure approp-
riate provisions for use of painkillers; 
• requires each research facility 
establish an animal studies commit-
tee to inspect the facility and report 
deficiencies. The committee would 
be required to evaluate research 
methods and experimental design 
and set up training in alternatives, 
and would include one member from 
outside the scientific community 
who would be charged with repre-
senting the welfare of animals. 
During the August review, four 
weakening amendments were added 
to the original wording of H.R. 
6928. In a move that surprised his 
colleagues, Rep. Barry Goldwater, 
Jr., introduced a "sunset" amend-
ment requiring the review and re-
enactment of H.R. 6928 in five 
years. Quick bipartisan action 
changed the Goldwater amendment 
from five to ten years and that ver-
sion of the sunset clause was passed, 
despite The HSUS's objection to 
any such "stop date." 
H.R. 6928 would not cover wild 
animal conservation and manage-
ment nor would it apply to specific 
experiments, research programs, or 
facilities if specific and certified 
risks to national security or the 
safety of manned space flight were 
present. Either house of Congress 
A Note on Addresses 
would hold the power of legis-
lative veto over any regulations 
brought about by the enactment 
of H.R. 6928. (Whether one house 
of Congress should have the veto 
power over regulations issued by 
an agency, in this case, the De-
partment of Health and Human Ser-
vices, is being considered by the 
Supreme Court. A ruling against 
one-house legislative veto would 
strike this amendment.) 
The HSUS opposed all exemp-
tions to H.R. 6928 based on our 
conviction that research animals 
must be treated humanely and that 
no person, organization, or group 
should set itself above such stan-
dards. Unfortunately, during the 
course of acquiring the votes nec-
essary to pass the bill, the commit-
tee accepted these exemptions. As 
H.R. 6928 is put through its paces 
in the House Commerce Committee, 
there will be many more attempts 
to weaken it from our opposition, 
colleges, universities, and the medi-
cal community. 
The HSUS is gathering its forces 
to strengthen the bill and get it 
passed as quickly as possible. Since 
there is no Senate version of this 
bill to date, HSUS members can 
help by writing their senators and 
asking them to introduce a bill 
like H.R. 6928. 
HSUS members should also im-
mediately contact their represen-
tatives in the House and ask them 
to cosponsor and vote for H.R. 6928 
and to fight any further weakening 
amendments. 
In response to requests from a number of readers, we shall, 
beginning with this issue, publish the addresses at which any 
congressman may be reached in every Federal Report. Any 
member of the Senate may be reached c/o The U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 20510. Any representative may be reached 
c/o The House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 20515. 
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Trap Hearings Cancelled 
Trappers and representatives of 
the fur industry have claimed re-
sponsibility for cancellation of trap-
ping hearings previously schedul-
ed for late July in the Senate Sub-
committee on Environment and 
Public Works, chaired by Sen. John 
Chafee. 
Legislation to ban steel jaw traps, 
S. 2239, was introduced by Sen. 
Lowell W eicker and is strongly 
supported by The HSUS (see Sum-
mer 1982 HSUS News). 
HSUS Vice President for Wild-
life and the Environment Dr. John 
W. Grandy fought to combat the 
awesome power of the hunting and 
trapping coalition by mobilizing 
HSUS members in Rhode Island, 
Chafee's home. According to Fur 
Age, hunters and trappers viewed 
hearings as "an opportunity for 
the protectionist community to re-
ceive publicity." They organized 
their own supporters and brought 
about a massive about-face by Sen. 
Chafee. Plans for hearings were 
scrapped. 
The W eicker bill would have 
prohibited the manufacture, sale, 
and interstate shipment or impor-
tation of fur or leather obtained 
from animals trapped in a state or 
foreign country that has not ban-
ned the traps. We will work vig-
ously to have the bill reintroduc-
ed-and passed-in next year's 
Congress. 
Ban-ished 
The HSUS this summer worked 
as part of an ad hoc coalition of na-
tional animal-welfare groups in a 
massive lobbying effort to obtain 
Congressional support for the im-
plementation of a European ban 
on harp and hooded seal pelts. 
On March 11, the European Par-
liament voted overwhelmingly to 
impose the ban, which, if imple-
Wild Horse Maneuvers 
On August 7, Field Investiga-
tor Marc Paulhus took HSUS 
concerns about wild horses and 
burros on the road to the Boise, 
Idaho, location of the first of a 
series of field hearings on Senate 
legislation that would virtually 
destroy the Wild Free-Roaming 
Horse and Burro Act (see Spring 
1982 HSUS News). 
S. 2183, introduced by Sen. James 
A. McClure of Idaho, is a series of 
amendments, strongly supported 
by the Department of the Interior, 
that would allow roundup and di-
rect sale of wild horses and burros 
to commercial slaughterhouses. 
If passed, S. 2183 would give 
sale authority to the Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM), the De-
partment of Interior agency re-
sponsible for administering the act. 
At the Boise hearing, chaired 
by McClure himself, Paulhus tes-
tified Interior support of the 
amendments was "indicative of 
their 'shoot first and ask questions 
later' attitude." 
The BLM claims the amend-
ments are necessary to limit the 
wild horse population, thus protect-
ing the so-called deteriorating 
Western rangeland from the graz-
ing horses. 
The HSUS is outraged that the 
administration would support the 
destruction of the wild horse and 
burro act by what is tantamount 
to putting the government in the 
pet food business-especially when 
alternatives exist. 
For example, BLM's Adopt-A-
Horse program has been success-
mented, would effectively choke 
off the last major markets for the 
sale of seal pelts from Canada's 
annual bloodbath (see Spring 1982 
HSUS News). The vote, however, 
was only a recommendation for fi-
nal action to be taken by the Eu-
ropean Commission. Regulations 
to impose and implement the ban 
are expected to be decided upon 
this fall. 
In addition to sending its own 
ful in placing 35,000 animals al-
ready, although BLM has recently 
jeopardized that program by rais-
ing the adoption ~ee to the unrea-
sonable level of '$200 per horse 
and $75 per burro. 
The HSUS continues to confront 
BLM with alternatives to the round-
up and slaughter of our nation's 
wild horses. On June 17, The HSUS 
rallied animal-welfare and environ-
mental groups in a Washington 
meeting to fight S. 2183. In near-
unanimous agreement, the group 
adopted a strong position of re-
sistance and opposition to the leg-
islation, achieving consensus on a 
three-point statement: 
1. recognition that a sound 
management program must be de-
veloped and employed by BLM 
that is simple, humane, and least in-
trusive, that is, requires the small-
est degree of range manipulation; 
2. completion of research pro-
jects identified by the National Aca-
demy of Sciences (N AS) Commit-
tee, as required by the Public Range-
land Improvement Act (since only 
6 of the 18 necessary projects were 
funded, The HSUS wants the ad-
ministration to restore funding for 
the complete project); 
3. agreement to oppose the sale 
of wild horses and burros for com-
mercial use or slaughter, as well 
as any change in the wild horse 
and burro act, until research is com-
pleted. 
The HSUS was proud to host this 
group of animal activists. We cheer 
this spirited coalition dedicated to 
the preservation and protection of 
wild horses and burros. 
letter of support to the president 
of the European Commission, The 
HSUS worked to gather signa-
tures on Capitol Hill for telexes 
supporting the ban drafted by 
Sen. Carl Levin and Rep. James 
Jeffords. By mid-summer, 55 sen-
ators and 115 representatives had 
lent their names in support. We 
are hopeful that the Congression-
al action will influence the Eu-
ropean Commission's stand. 
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Battle Over Back Bay 
For years, Back Bay National 
Wildlife Refuge, 4,600 acres of bar-
rier beaches, dunes, and wetlands 
in Virginia, has been the center of 
controversy among owners of rec-
reational land, conservationists, 
and state and federal government 
officials. At issue has been the 
amount of vehicular traffic and 
type of access to be allowed in the 
refuge and what impact that traffic 
could have on the fragile ecosystem's 
biological integrity. The HSUS, 
as part of its ongoing study of the 
national wildlife refuge system, 
has become an active participant in 
the debate over management of the 
refuge. We share biologists' con-
cerns about the potential for ex-
tensive damage to dune vegetation, 
migratory birds, .and the threaten-
ed species, the loggerhead turtle. 
Rapid development of peripheral 
land areas, beginning in the late 
sixties, led to so much increased veh-
icular traffic through and around 
Predator Control Offensive 
The administration's inhumane 
and ultimately counterproductive 
programs of predator control-and 
its efforts to legalize the poison 
compound 1080-continue. As we 
detailed in our summer 1982 Close-
Up Report, The HSUS is intimate-
ly involved in all phases of the ef-
fort to stop use of 1080. 
On July 15 and 16, 1982, The 
HSUS's Vice President for Wild-
life and Environment, Dr. John W. 
Grandy, gave expert testimony on 
behalf of a coalition of environmen-
tal and animal-welfare organiza-
tions, before the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency's administrative-
law judge hearings convened to 
determine whether new evidence 
exists to support using 1080 to kill 
coyotes. At the heart of Dr. Gran-
dy's testimony was that reported 
losses of livestock to all causes have 
not increased since 1972 when 1080 
was originally banned; thus, the 
often heard cries from the live-
stock industry that "coyotes are 
running us out of business" are sim-
ply not accurate. 
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the Back Bay refuge that such ac-
cess was sharply restricted. Recent-
ly, however, part-time resident 
landowners of the Outer Banks of 
North Carolina, just south of the 
refuge, have petitioned the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service to be al-
lowed to use a thin strip of Back 
Bay as an access corridor to their 
Banks property. Conservationists, 
naturally, want access restricted. 
State wildlife officials and the 
Fish and Wildlife Service, caught 
between resident landowners and 
conservationists, have found them-
selves in the middle of the Back 
Bay dispute. A task force, consist-
ing of state congressmen, business-
men, government officials, conserva-
tion and recreation groups, and na-
tional environmental and animal-pro-
tection organizations, has been 
formed to resolve the problem. 
The HSUS's Vice President for 
Wildlife and Environment, Dr. John 
W. Grandy, who has fought for 
the refuge's integrity for years, is 
part of that task force. A land 
swap plan-in which the state 
Grandy testified that, in national 
forests, reported losses of livestock 
to coyotes actually rose between 
the late fifties and 1972, indicative 
that coyotes had adapted to the 
presence of poison baits by avoid-
ing the baited carcasses and kill-
ing live sheep. Poison, in this way, 
became the worst enemy of both 
the livestock industry and the pub-
lic's wildlife heritage. Neither our 
wildlife nor the livestock industry 
will benefit from the return of 
1080 to public lands. 
The HSUS has continued to 
fight denning (the grisly practice 
of destroying coyote pups in their 
dens) through legal means. Unfor-
tunately, U.S. District Court Judge 
June L. Green ruled denning could 
continue this spring. By the time 
we were able to appeal the decision, 
the whelping season had passed 
and the issue, for this year, was 
moot. Consequently, we are focus-
ing all of our energies on the more 
immediate threat of "experimen-
tal" (or other) use of the inhu-
mane poison 1080. The HSUS is 
committed to stopping the use of 
1080 under the guise of an experi-
would exchange most of the back-
lands, forests, dunes, and wet-
lands in False Cape State Park 
(adjacent to Back Bay) for 4.2 
miles of state-owned Back Bay 
beachfront land-has been pro-
posed for consideration by the 
task force. The group continually 
stressed the need for safeguards 
against rapid development and sub-
sequent greater pressures for in-
creased access to Back Bay; speci-
fic management guidelines involv-
ing natural placement of access 
corridors; and transportation and 
reservation systems to allow limit-
ed access to recreational and oth-
er vehicles with minimal disrup-
tion to wildlife systems. 
Upcoming years will see other 
wildlife refuges turned into battle-
grounds by recreational land users 
and animal-welfare proponents. 
The HSUS, as a result of its ref-
uge survey, will be prepared to go 
into the struggle with substantial 
data on the impact of all human in-
terference on refuge wildlife and en-
vironment. 
A U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service den-
ning operation before the practice was 
prohibited: coyote pups were yanked 
out of their dens with treble hooks, 
then clubbed to death with a shovel. 
Denning resumed this year. 
mental-use program, or any other. 
If the Interior Department decid-
es to allow denning again in 1983, 
we will once again, without hesi-
tation, fight the decision. The Rea-
gan administration should make 
its final decision on the future use 
of 1080 in late November or early 







In June, two days before testify-
ing at the second trial of Dr. Ed-
ward Taub (see the article on page 
27), Dr. Michael Fox, director of 
The HSUS's Institute for the Study 
of Animal Problems, presented a 
paper on animal welfare and the mis-
use of animals in psychological re-
search at a symposium organized by 
Dr. Joan Field at the annual confer-
ence of the Maryland Psychological 
Association. The issue of animal 
welfare is a controversial one within 
the field of psychology, one ig-
nored until very recently. In fact, 
this conference represented only 
the second time the issue had been 
debated in a formal setting. The 
symposium generated heated debate 
as psychologists attempted to deal 
with the questions of the ethics 
and relevance of psychological stu-
dies on animals. A similar meeting 
was held in Washington, D.C., at 
the national American Psycholo-
gical Association (AP A)'s annual 
conference in August, which was 
organized by a newly-formed group 
within APA, Psychologists for the 
Ethical Treatment of Animals. 
Attendees of the National Dai-
ry Science Association's annual 
conference, held at Pennsylvania 
State University in June, heard a 
paper by Dr. Fox critical of farm-
animal welfare and the dairy indus-
try. Through these kinds of thought-
ful, well-documented presentations, 
the Institute hopes to persuade 
professional groups of the urgen-
cy of its animal-welfare concerns. 
Mr. Steve Harris, an animal-sci-
ence student at the University of 
NAAHE Expands Services to Educators 
The National Association for 
the Advancement of Humane Ed-
ucation (NAAHE), educational divi-
sion of The HSUS, recently expand-
ed its regular programming to in-
clude humane education research. 
Vanessa Malcarne, a recent grad-
uate in psychology from Stanford 
University and a former NAAHE 
intern, joined the staff this past 
January to coordinate efforts in this 
area. Vanessa assists humane educa-
tors and school administrators in 
evaluating their humane education 
programs. By identifying strengths 
and weaknesses and pinpointing 
areas for improvement, N AAHE 
hopes to assist local groups in better-
ing the quality and effectiveness 
of their humane education activities. 
Vanessa has already begun work-
ing with several organizations at-
tempting to establish evaluation 
systems for their educational pro-
gramming. 
N AAHE will also be serving as a 
resource and consulting agency 
for college students and others in-
terested in investigating relevant 
topics in education, psychology, or 
related fields. The NAAHE libra-
ry is currently being expanded to 
include a master file of research 
papers and studies with implica-
tions for humane education, and 
appropriate faculty members at a 
number of colleges and universi-
ties have been contacted to alert 
them to N AAHE 's resources. 
NAAHE's first major evaluation 
project is currently entering its 
second year in Utah. Directed by 
the Wasatch Institute for Research 
and Evaluation, a team of research 
psychologists from Utah State 
University, the project seeks to 
evaluate the educational impact 
of NAAHE's People & Animals: A 
Humane Education Curriculum 
Guide. During the first year, the 
Maryland, spent part of the sum-
mer doing research as a student in-
tern at the Institute on health and 
animal-welfare aspects of intensive, 
"factory farming" practices. 
Institute Associate Director Dr. 
Andrew Rowan spoke in Canada 
(at the Canadian Federation of Hu-
mane Societies meeting), Texas, 
Massachusetts, and Maryland on 
the importance of alternatives to 
the use of animals in laboratory 
research. He prepared and presented 
testimony before both the House 
and Senate committees on the need 
for financial support for and com-
mitment to alternatives during ap-
propriation hearings for the N a-
tional Institutes of Health. In July, 
he appeared on the national ABC 
news program, "Nightline," to 
discuss the problems associated with 
the use of animals in research. 
evaluation team developed tests 
and ran pilot studies; this year, it 
is administering tests in selected 
Utah public schools. The study 
will not only evaluate learning 
about animals but will also exam-
ine attitude change and whether 
or not increasing positive at-
titudes towards animals causes a 
positive change in attitudes to-
wards people as well. 
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Texas Races Nixed 
The HSUS has had chronic prob-
lems with animal abuse during fund-
raising events (see Summer 1982 
HSUS News). In Laredo, Texas, the 
Gulf States Regional Office, in 
conjunction with the Animal Protec-
tive Society of Laredo, lodged a 
protest with the sponsor of arma-
dillo races planned as part of a Fron-
tier Days celebration. In response 
to those protests, the Lone Star 
Brewing Company sent a letter to 
its local distributors advising them 
that the parent company would 
not support such races and urged 
those distributors to withhold 
their support as well. 
Puppy-Mill Protest 
Investigator Bernie Weller, act-
ing on citizen complaints, inspect-
ed a dog breeding establishment in 
Warren, Texas, and found serious 
problems in the management of 
New England 
Conference on Exotics 
At the request of New England 
Regional Director John Dommers, 
officials from Connecticut's Depart-
ment of Environmental Protection 
Wildlife Unit, Department of Agri-
culture, Veterinary Medical Associa-
tion, Nature Centers' Association, 
the state legislature, and the state 
humane society recently met at The 
HSUS Norma Terris Humane Ed-
ucation Center to propose ways of 
eliminating problems with the pri-
vate ownership of wild animal pets. 
It was agreed new legislation re-
stricting the importation of exotic 
pets is needed in addition to the 
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the facility. Dozens of dogs were 
living in filth; many had severe skin 
problems. The Gulf States office 
registered a formal request with 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
(USDA) asking that the agency 
conduct an immediate inspection 
of the premises. The USDA has 
agreed to send its veterinarian in 
charge of the region to inspect this 
particular breeding operation. 
LA Laws Pass 
In Louisiana, three proposed ani-
mal-welfare bills were passed into 
law over the summer. A dogfight-
ing bill, a strengthened anti-cruel-
ty bill, and enabling licensing leg-
islation were all sponsored by the 
Coalition of Louisiana Animal Ac-
tivists (of which The HSUS is a 
part). This organization can take 
pride in their passage. Unfortun-
ately, amendments weakened the 
original language of the dogfight-
ing and anti-cruelty bills consider-
ably, but strengthening amend-
ments are planned for introduction 
next year. 
existing permit system. Plans are 
underway to draft such legislation. 
No to Rodeo for Dough 
In an appeal to the Veterans 
Memorial Committee in Norwalk 
(Connecticut) to abandon plans 
for a rodeo fund-raiser, New Eng-
land Regional Director John Dom-
mers described the cruelties of the 
various events and cited the HSUS/ 
AHA joint rodeo policy statement 
(see Summer 1982 HSUS News). 
According to Dommers, "The re-
gional office is not going to sit id-
ly by and watch local groups try to 
make their communities 'bronco-
busting capitals' of New England! 
We have strong member support 
in each state and will actively op-




West Coast regional investiga-
tor Eric Sakach has completed a 
study of the animal-sheltering facili-
ty and animal-control operations 
for the city of San Bernardino (Cali-
fornia). Mayor W.R. Holcomb had 
made the official request for evalua-
tion, along with the city council and 
other official bodies. Once his 
study was completed, Sakach for-
warded his report, with recommen-
dations for improvements, to city 
officials. In thanking Sakach for 
his work, Holcomb reported that 
several of the major concerns iden-
tified in the report have already 
been resolved and HSUS-recom-
mended modifications have begun 
and major structural modifica-
tions are being prepared for inclu-
sion in the city's annual budget 
process. 
Sakach has prepared a similar re-
port on the Alameda County (Cali-
fornia) animal-control program in 
response to a request from the 
county's grand jury and animal-
control supervisor. That report 
has been forwarded to county offi-
cials. 
Trap Ban Bill Fails 
As often happens during the long 
process necessary for passage of 
any bill in any state legislature, 
the bill to ban the steel-jaw trap in 
California (see Spring 1982 HSUS 
News) was amended during there-
view process until the thrust of 
the legislation was lost. 
AB 2600 would have banned the 
private or commercial use of the 
steel-jaw trap but, using the HSUS 
model bill as its standard, would 
have allowed for the trap's use in 
predator and disease control. (We 
have for a long time realized that 
a bill calling for a total ban on the 
trap would stand no chance of pass-
ing even a first-committee review). 
To show strength and support for 
this version of AB 2600, the West 
Coast Regional Office formed a coal-
41 
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West Coast (continued) 
ition of 83 organizations, including 
4 national animal-welfare organiza-
tions, every major humane organi-
zation in California, the California 
Animal-Control Officers' Associa-
tion, and numerous animal-control 
agencies. 
The HSUS coalition gathered over 
70,000 petition signatures and 
held three large press conferences. 
The Marin Humane Society and 
West Coast Regional Office initi-
ated a Children and Youth Against 
the Steel-Jaw Trap Campaign. Hu-
manitarians won editorials against 
the trap in major California daily 
newspapers and gave numerous ra-
dio and television interviews. 
AB 2600 passed the first commit-
tee, a first in itself for legislation 
Great Lakes 
Chicago Battle 
The Great Lakes Regional Office 
is working to pass repeal of "pound 
seizure" for the City of Chicago 
(see article on page 17). 
Mayor Jane Byrne announced her 
support of the repeal on August 8, 
1982. She was expected to introduce 
an amended version of the Chica-
go animal-control ordinance, which 
would include the provision repeal-
ing the mandate to release shelter 
pets to research facilities, in Septem-
ber. 
Fighting Force 
To combat the growing populari-
ty of animal fighting, a coalition 
of ten regional animal-welfare or-
ganizations, including The HSUS, 
has formed the Great Lakes Ani-
mal Fighting Task Force. The task 
force will be working directly with 
law enforcement agencies on inves-
tigations while at the same time ed-
ucating the public about animal 
fighting through a strong public re-
opposed by the Cattlemen's Associ-
ation, National Rifle Association, 
California Federation of Wildlife, 
W oolgrowers Association, the AFL/ 
CIO, the fur industry, trappers' 
groups; California Department of 
Water Resources, Department of 
Fish and Game, California Farm 
Bureau, and local farm bureaus. 
However, in order to push the bill 
through the second committee, spon-
sor Assemblyman Sam Farr agreed 
to a number of amendments which 
were unacceptable to the HSUS 
coalition. We asked him to with-
draw the bill as a result, and he 
did so. 
We are now more than ever com-
mitted to banning this cruel de-
vice. We have learned from past 
experience it takes many attempts 
before difficult animal-welfare is-
lations campaign. Various commit-
tees of the task force will produce 
written guidelines for other hu-
mane organizations covering the 
housing of pit bull terriers, investi-
gation techniques, and court case 
reports. 
Several of the task force mem-
bers are offering rewards for infor-
mation about animal fighting. The 
HSUS Great Lakes Office has an-
nounced a reward of up to $1,000 
sues are addressed successfully in 
the California legislature. 
Flash 
As we went to press, we learned 
that SB 1438 (see Spring 1982 
HSUS News) had been defeated 
in the California state assembly. 
This bill, which would have prohib-
ited animal shelters from releasing 
dogs and cats to laboratories, was 
opposed by powerful forces in the 
California medical community. ''Al-
though we are disappointed by the 
bill's failure, we can take heart in 
knowing this is the first time such 
a bill made its way through both 
houses before going down to defeat 
on the assembly floor," said West 
Coast Regional Director Char Dren-
non hours after the vote. 
for information leading to the ar-
rest and conviction of anyone di-
rectly involved in dogfighting in 
the Great Lakes area. 
Dogfighters Sentenced 
Many of the 4 7 people arrested 
in a series of dogfighting investi-
gations in the Great Lakes area last 
fall (see Spring 1982 HSUS News) 
Employees of the Dearborn, Michigan, post office wear HSUS seal T-shirts to 
work every Friday to show their concern for animals worldwide. Postal worker 
Estee Ollie saw one of the shirts some months ago, liked them, and began taking 
orders from fellow employees. So far, she has sold over 100 to postal people and 
the general public. Postal supervisors have been enthusiastic about the effort. 
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Great Lakes (continued) 
have come to trial. In Toledo, Ohio, 
7 men indicted on information pro-
vided by an HSUS investigator pled 
guilty to both felony and misde-
meanor charges of dogfighting. Sen-
tences included fines averaging 
$1,500 each, public service work, 
two-to-five years probation, and, 
in one case, seven days in jail. 
Six of 17 people arrested in Mil-
waukee, Wisconsin, have pled guilty 
to dogfighting charges in that city. 
Two men received ten-day jail sen-
tences on a work-release program, 
while others were fined $300 and 
given two years' probation on 
lesser charges. Eleven people are 
still awaiting trial there. 
In Ann Arbor, Michigan, 23 men 
and women arrested after a raid 
organized by the Humane Society 
of Huron Valley and The Great 
Lakes Regional Office have been 
convicted of various dogfighting 
charges. Of 6 people convicted on 
felony charges, 5 received sentences 
including jail terms, fines of up to 
$250 plus court costs of $1,000, 
public service time, and reimburse-
ment to the Humane Society of Hu-
ron Valley. The remaining persons 
were convicted on misdemeanor 
charges. Most of them await sen-
tencing. 
IN-fighting 
The Great Lakes Regional Office 
is lending a helping hand to the 
United Indiana Campaign Against 
Dogfighting, a coalition of humani-
tarians, dog groomers, and veteri-
narians who are working to make 
dogfighting a felony in the Hoosier 
state. 
The coalition hopes to gather sev-
eral hundred thousand signatures 
on petitions asking state legislators 
to upgrade this crime to the more 
serious classification. The petition 
also ask& for strict enforcement of 
the law once it is changed. After 
the petition drive is over, the region-
al office will work with the state 
legislature to secure passage of 
this legislation. 
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Sen. Louis Bassano: he supported the 
bill to ban the decompression cham-
ber in New Jersey. 
Mid-Atlantic 
Death Tank Ban 
Gov. Thomas Kean has signed 
into law a bill to outlaw the decom-
pression chamber in New Jersey. 
Sen. Louis Bassano was a major 
supporter of the legislation which 
had the backing of animal-welfare 
groups as well as of the New J er-
sey Veterinary Medical Associa-
tion (NJVMA). 
The NJVMA's Dr. Calvin Moon 
told the state senate committee, 
"The law gives shelters and 
pounds the right to buy and use 
sodium pentobarbital, which is 
known to be the most humane 
method available; they should be 
using it." Mid-Atlantic Regional 
Director Nina Austenberg testified 
in support of this bill. 
New Area Office Opened 
The HSUS has expanded' the work 
of our Tuscaloosa, Alabama, office 
to include regional activity through-
out the states of Alabama, Tennes-
see, Kentucky, and Mississippi. The 
HSUS South-Central Area Office 
will work with state and local hu-
mane societies and animal-control 
Great Swamp Protest 
For more than a decade, hunters 
have killed hundreds of deer at the 
Great Swamp National Wildlife Ref-
uge in Morris County, New Jersey. 
The number of hunting days and 
projected deer kill have increased 
tenfold during that time, from a 
one-day hunt for 25 deer to a ten-
day hunt for 250 deer. The HSUS 
plans to participate in a December 
protest against this misuse of a ref-
uge designed to protect animals and 
urges all interested members to con-
tact the Mid-Atlantic Regional Of-
fice for details. 
HSUS Cries Fowl 
Despite a protest from The HSUS, 
hundreds of Canada geese are be-
ing captured in New Jersey, New 
York, and Connecticut by the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service. Fearful 
that the birds are being transported 
to privately-owned gun clubs in 
Pennsylvania and New York for kill-
ing by hunters, Regional Director 
Austenberg told the New Jersey 
State Ledger: "The HSUS takes 
the position that transporting 
semi-tame wildfowl from local 
parks and refuges for the benefit 
of hunters is stressful and cruel 
for the birds." The HSUS will con-
tinued to monitor U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife activities involving game 
birds- and all game species-
during the autumn months. 
agencies and organize programs for 
public education; for passage of ad-
ditional and improved anti-cruelty 
laws; and for enforcement of exist-
ing laws by conducting cruelty in-
vestigations. Bill Smith, Director 
of The HSUS's Animal-control Aca-
demy, is the South-Central Area 
Representative. Both offices are 
located at 2606 8th Street, Suite 202, 
Tuscaloosa, AL 35041. 
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LAWNOI'f:s 
Vet Clinic Rulings Reported 
The Internal Revenue Service (IRS) 
has notified an animal-welfare organi-
zation whose income from a full-ser-
vice veterinary clinic was declared 
by the IRS to be taxable business in-
come unrelated to the society's exempt 
purpose (see Summer 1982 HSUS 
News) that its tax exemption has 
been revoked retroactive to January 
1, 1979. That revocation was based 
upon a second National Office Tech-
nical Advice Memorandum. 
In the memorandum, the IRS, aft-
er comparing the receipts, expendi-
tures, personnel hours, and assets 
allocated to the clinic with those al-
located to more traditional humane 
activities, found that "[t]he conduct 
of a business with an apparently com-
mercial character [the clinic] is here 
the organization's primary activity, 
although the organization also con-
duct [sic] numerous charitable acti-
vities." The IRS concluded that the 
society, due to its extensive commer-
cial activities, was operated for the 
primary purpose of carrying on a trade 
or business. 
This ruling applies only to that par-
ticular society and was predicated 
upon a specific set of facts and cir-
cumstances, but other organizations 
that already operate (or plan on open-
ing) full-service clinics may want their 
attorneys to study the available 
Technical Advice Memoranda. Copies 
of both memoranda may be obtained 
from The HSUS General Counsel's 
office as well as from the IRS. 
The recent Virginia state court 
case which halted the operation of a 
full-service clinic by a humane soci-
ety because the organization's state 
charter did not include such activity 
in the description of its corporate "pur-
poses," (reported on in the same 
issue) did not in any way state or im-
ply that, had the corporate charter 
language permitted the operation of 
a full-service clinic, the wording in 
and of itself would have protected 
the organization from running afoul 
of the IRS. The question of language 
and the definition of "unrelated bus-
iness income" in that case were essen-
tially unrelated in the IRS's evaluation 
of the clinic operation. 
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On a more hopeful note, it seems 
clear that the actual competition 
with existing for-profit veterinary 
clinics (or absence thereof) is an im-
portant factor in the IRS's thinking. 
In Private Letter Ruling 8028020, 
issued April15, 1980, the IRS ruled 
that an exempt animal-welfare organi-
zation operating a full-service clinic 
in a locale where there are no other 
veterinary services available would 
not incur unrelated business income. 
The ruling stated "the provision of a 
clinic for the care of animals to an 
area which is without such a facility 
is substantially related to the [char-
itable] purposes of your organization ... 
as it will enable your organization to 
provide medical treatment for sick 
and injured animals which at pres-
ent have to do without needed treat-
ment for lack of facilities in that 
area." 
While neither technical advice mem-
oranda nor private letter rulings are 
binding precedents, they are impor-
tant legal sources for studying the 
IRS's thinking on this crucial issue. 
Vagueness Challenge Rejected 
Defendants frequently challenge 
state animal cruelty statutes on the 
grounds such statutes are unconsti-
tutionally vague. In a refreshing ex-
ample of judicial clarity, a Maryland 
state appellate court recently brushed 
aside as frivolous the constitutional 
challenge to that state's anti-cruelty 
statutes. 
A defendant who had been convict-
ed of a particularly bizarre and out-
rageous act of cruelty claimed the 
general anti-cruelty statute which 
applied to "every living creature ex-
cept man" was so vague and indefi-
nite as to violate the due process 
clause of the Constitution. He alleg-
ed this language could be interpret-
ed as proscribing the swatting of 
flies, the steaming of live crabs, or 
the shucking of live oysters. The 
Maryland state court, relying upon 
an earlier decision of the U.S. Sup-
reme Court, ruled no person may suc-
cessfully challenge a criminal statute 
for possible vagueness when applied 
to other hypothetical situations when 
· his or her conduct fell clearly within 
the statute. The Maryland court's 
decision (referring to the defendant) 
stated " ... He has no standing to as-
sert that the statute may be vague, 
indefinite, or uncertain as applied to 
others in situations not before us." 
HSUS Challenges 
Government Hunting Policy 
In a strongly-worded attack upon 
the proposals of the Fish and Wildlife 
Service of the Department of the In-
terior, The HSUS made it clear that 
unless the 1982-83 hunting season for 
black ducks was cancelled, the fede-
ral government would find itself in 
court attempting to defend what we 
consider a completely unlawful and 
" ... wholly irrational, arbitrary, and 
capricious ... action." 
The documents we filed allege that 
failure to take action now to cancel 
this autumn's hunting season would 
permit the black duck population to 
fall to such a low level that it might 
never recover and could become ex-
tinct in the wild. 
According to the winter inventory, 
black duck populations have declin-
ed by some 60 percent since the mid-
1950's. New data suggest that the 
black duck has declined significantly 
in Maine and Massachusetts, areas 
which have been at or near the heart 
of the black duck range. 
It is our legal position that these 
migratory birds are protected by 
law and that any hunting or killing 
is forbidden unless the Secretary of 
the Interior takes affirmative steps 
to permit such hunting. Accordingly, 
we argued that, in the present contro-
versy, demonstrating that hunting 
would not be harmful to the black 
ducks' survival and would be consis-
tent with their conservation should 
be required of those in favor of a reg-
ular season this fall. We urged that, 
under these laws, it would not be the 
obligation of The HSUS and the con-
servationists to prove the harm and 
detriment that the hunting would 
cause. 
Compiled by HSUS General Counsel 
Murdaugh Stuart Madden and As-
sociate Counsel Roger Kindler. 
The Humane Society News • Fall1982 
HSUS Petiodicals: 
many Ways to Stay lnfotmed 
About Animal Welfate 
We're glad we can count you as part of 
The HSUS, but we find many people 
aren't aware of the variety of periodicals 
we publish to serve the many different-
and important- interests of 
those in animal welfare. 
All of these publications 
are prepared by The HSUS's 
nationally experienced 
professional staff. 
Shouldn't you order one for 
yourself-or a friend? 
The HSUS News 
Quarterly membership magazine 
of The Humane Society of the 
U.S., with up-to-date reports on 
HSUS activities in national, 
international, and regional animal-
welfare issues. $10 minimum 
membership contribution. 
Shelter Sense 
A lively, unique, informative newsletter 
for animal-sheltering and -control 
personnel that offers answers to 
community animal problems. Ten 
times a year. $5 per subscription. 
----------------------------------
I would like to receive 
these periodicals of The HSUS: 
The HSUS News. Enroll me as a voting member of The 
HSUS ($10 for one year) and send me four issues. 
I enclose 
Shelter Sense. Enter a subscription to Shelter Sense 
($5 for one year) and send me ten issues. I enclose 
Kind. Enroll me as a member of the Kindness Club in 
the U.S. ($6 for one year) and send me six issues. 
I enclose 
The International Journal for the Study of Animal Prob· 
lems. Enter a subscription ($25 for one year) and send 
me four issues. I enclose 
Humane Education. Enter a subscription to Humane 




A practical, colorful publication of 
The HSUS's National Association 
for the Advancement of Humane 
Education, filled with activities and 
suggestions for classroom teachers 
and educators in animal-welfare 
organizations, animal-control agencies, 
nature centers, and zoos. Quarterly. 
$7 per year. 
Kind 
A beautiful, full-color magazine 
for children ages 8 to 13, filled 
with career features, puzzles, 
fiction, cartoons, projects, pull-
out posters and more, to delight 
the young animal lover in your 
community. Bi-monthly, $6 per 
year. ($1 for dues, $5 for magazine) 
The International 
Journal for the Study 
of Animal Problems 
A scholarly publication of The 
HSUS's Institute for the Study of 
Animal Problems designed to in-
crease our basic knowledge of animal 
needs-physical, behavioral, and 
environmental-and to explore the 
social and political factors involved 
in the exploitation of animals in 





Make checks payable to The HSUS. Please return 
this coupon to The HSUS, 2100 L Street, NW, Wash· 
ington, DC 20037, along with your payment. 
Birds Of A Feather 
6HHHEAT 
1983 Calendars 
For People Who 
Love Animals! 
So-Tree's 12" x 12", full-color wall 
calendars have lots of room for 
writing ...... and they benefit the 
Humane Society of the United States 
Order 3 or more 
calendars and 
receive 10% discount! 
Order Now 
Name __________________ __ 
Address ------------------
City JULY 
S M T W T F S 
state __ Zip_ '----------illrlDtdliliJJDU 
How 
Many Calendar Price 
Whales & Friends 6.95 
Bless the Beasts 6.95 
Birds of a Feather 6.95 
Company of Cats 6.95 
Horses 6.95 
Doggone! 6.95 
Baby Animals To Love 4.95 
Total Order 
10% Discount 3 or more 
Subtotal 




2100 L Street, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20037 







add 50¢ each. 
Mail To: 
-][Jl[]J[J[l 
II [121[1] Jl~sj[IJ 
Bo-Tree Productions 
Dept. HSUS 
1137 San Antonio Road 
Suite E 
Palo Alto, CA 94303 
(415) 967-1817 





PERMIT NO. 2406 
